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ADVERTISE MEI. 


HE Avutuor doth not {cruple to call his THe, 

TISE, one of the moft important and intetefting 
Publications, that have appeared fince the Days of, he 
Proteftant Reformation, 

He has the Pleafure of afluring the READER). that 
this is not the Language of Vanity and Self-applaife, 
but of the many eminently learned and pious Men, : 
to whofe Perufal the MS. was fubmitted, and with 
whofe entire Approbation it makes its public Appeai- 
ance. ἫΝ 
To trace the Caufes of Female Ruin, to point out 
a Remedy againft it, in an Age when its Increafe is moft 
alarmingly progreflive, is a Work, which, furely, םס‎ 
the firft Mention of it, ought to recommend itfelf to the. 
moft ferious Confideration of every Well-wifher to the 
Peace, good Order, Comfort, and Welfare of Society. © 

The AuTHor pretends to no Merit, as to any שש‎ 
Difcoveries made on the Subjects herein treated His 
Labours have been only directed to the Search of Truth, 
as revealed and recorded by the Divine Wifdom—to the 
Deteétion of Error, Superftition, and Falfhood, as they — 
appear in Human Sy/fems, and as they are the Occafions 
of more Mifchiefs to the World, than all the Wit or 
Wifdom of Adan can ע6ץ6‎ obviate or remove, 

He has endeavoured to ayoid the tirefome Driynefs 
which ufually attends Treatife-writing ; and, by the In- 
troduction of much Variety of entertaining Matter, he 
flatters himfelf that the READER will not find Him to + 
have been unmindful 01 Horace’s Rule: 


Omue tulit punum qui mifcuit utile dulci, 
Leétorem deleétando pariterque monendo, Ars. Poet. 
2 2 ΔΑ 
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As for. the Succefs which fhall attend this Under- 
taking, it muft be left in the Hands of the Supreme 
Di/pojer of all Events, who can effeét the greateft, the 
nobleft, and moft falutary Purpofes, by the moft un- 
likely, the weakeft, and moft unworthy Inftruments. 

One Thing is very certain, that the Security and Pro- 
icétion of the Female Sex, is one great Object of the Divine 
Law but it is as certain, that we have departed from 
the Syftem of the Divine Government, and that in the Eye 
of our Municipal Laws, Women are of lefs Confequence 
than the 200/05 of the Field——for it is 0/6 penal to 
feduce, defile, and abandon to Proftitution and Ruin, 
a thoufand Women, married or unmarried, than to /teal, 
kill, or even malicicufly to maim or wound, an Ox or a 
Sheep. See 22 & 23 Car. 11. 6. 7. § 2, 4; 9 Geo. I, 
Cc. 22. 


Pudet hac opprobria nobis 
Et dict potuiffe, et non potuiffe refelli. 

Yet fuch is the Sy/fem under which we have been 
living from Generation to Generation, and which will 
be tranf{mitted to the lateft Pofterity, with all its grow- 
ing and increafing Mifchiefs, unlefs the apparent Ne- 
ceflity of a Reformation fhal] make us willing to receive 
and adopt the only Means of it-——what thofe Means are, 
it is the Purpofe of this Book to lay before the public 
Eye, and to recommend, in the moft earneft and ferious 
Manner, to Legiflative Interpofition; not as oppofing 
_one Human Scheme to another, but as reftoring the 
“Divine Government to its due Honour and Refpect, 
and of courfe to its falutary Influence over the Manners 
aind Actions of Mankind, 
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Page κι. 1. 6. note, for uneta read un@a. 
104. 1. the laft, note, dele {pecifically. 
105. 1. 3. note, for gravrtant, read gravant. 
134. for 1 Kings xix. read xviii. 
142. 1. 5. for Fer. iv. 44. read xliv. 4. 
154. 1. 23. for y Cor. vii. read vi. 
225. the latt note, laft line but one, for muff 

be, read feems to be. 

270. 1.17. for Gen. ili. 7. read Gen. iil. 6. 
360. ]. 21. for ἐξ can, read it ל‎ 
394. 1. 11. for Gronowius read Barbeyrac. 
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AND OTHER 
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Of thofe well-intended Charities, and benefi- 


cent Inftitutions 


The Afylum— Mifericordia—Mag- 
dalene—and Lock-fHofpital. 


H E Auruor of the following 

Treatife cannot fx on a more pro- 
per patronage for a work of this kind, 
than that of thofe noble and honourable 
perfons, whofe compaflion on the miferies 
of the female fex, has led them to infti- 
tute public charities for its prefervation 
and relief. | 


As our laws are at prefent framed, 
women are expofed to /eduction, proftitu- 
tion, and ruin, almoft without controul ; 


- they 


vii DEDICATIO-N. 


—they feem to be looked upon as lawful 
prey to the luft, treachery, cruelty, and 
mean artifices of licentious and profligate 
men, who can feduce and then abandon 
them at their will. 


That a want of good government 
among us in thefe refpects, is one fource 
of all thofe evils, which your difinte- 
refted and humane endeavours are intended 
to prevent or remedy, is furely spuatent 
on the flighteft confideration. 


A fyftem of laws which leaves the hor- 
rid crime of adultery not only out of the 
lift of its capital punifhbments, but even ex- 
empts it, as a public offence, from any 
animadverfion whatfoever in our courts of 
criminal judicature, muft be attended 
with all thofe mifchiefs that arife from 
the encouragement which impunity af- 
fords to vice. 


The fame may alfo be obferved, with 
refpect to the defencelefs ftate, in which 
the weaker fex in general is left againft 
the Hronger 3 ; fo that any man may {feduce, 

and 


ΤΡ ΤΟ א‎ ix 


and abandon at his pleafure, the unhappy 
and deluded objects of his brutal appe= 


tite. 


To exhibit a fyftem far different from 
this—to fet forth the divine low -as the 
contrivance of infinite wifdom, for the fe= 
curity, peace, prefervation, and protection 
of the female fex, is the purpofe of the 
following pages.—Were this to be made 
> the bafis of our municipal laws, it would. 
> prove an adequate remedy for all thofe 
mifchiefs, which, in comparatively few 
inftances, can now only find a partial pal- 
liation, from benevolence like yours, but 
which muft, in general, be {till the por- 
tion of thofe, whom Gop’s law was 
formed to 10066 


Many of you, my Lorps and Gen- 
TLEMEN, are members of the Lrotsra- 
TURE ; and if, from what hall be faid on 
the matters treated in this book, they 
fhould become the fubjeéts of your feri- 
ous confideration in your legiflative capa~ 
city, the author will gain one defirable 
end of his labours. 


Vou. I, a This 
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This furely muft be allowed—that, in 
point of fact, the alarming increafe of /?- 
male profiitution and ruin, calls loudly for 
fome remedy: the /e/f-evidence of this, is 
the very foundation of thofe benevolent 
defigns, which diftinguith the feveral pub- 
lic charities to which you fo generoufly 
contribute. - 


Let Government adopt the ₪ of 
heavenly wifdom, which adorns the pages 
of the Sacrep Votumg, and it will find 
a remedy in its own hands—what that 
fuftem is, it has been the author’s moft fe- 
rious endeavour to enquire, and to re- 
commend it to all, but more efpecially to 
the confideration of thofe, whofe care, ex- 
pence, and vigilance, for the good of their 
fellow-creatures, has occafioned them the 
trouble of this addrefs from 


Their moft humble fervant, 


And ardent well-wifher to their good defigns, 
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; HE fubjetts of the following trea- 
. ₪60, being 01 the utmoft impor- 
tance, have been confidered with the moft 
ferious attention, and are laid before the 
reader on the higheft authority, that is to 
fay, on the authority of the 200 feriptures. 
Nothing lefs than this ought, or can, 
determine on the points herein treated, 
becaufe they concern, not only the pre- 
Jent, but future welfare of mankind: 
- thefe, as taken in connection together, 
muft depend, 870, on knewimg, and then: 
on doing the will of Gop. What His 
wil] is, can only be known from the fe- 
veral revelations, or difcoveries, which it 
hath gracioufly pleafed Him to make of 
it, by men, who fpake not of themfelves, but 


as they were moved by the Holy Ghoft. 
2 Pet. 1. 21. 


a2 Το 
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ΤΟΙ imagine that,” without fuch revela- 
tion, mortals can underftand, or know the 
mind and will of Gop, is an abfurdity, 
even greater than to fuppofe we can know 
the thoughts of each other, without any 
déclaratites of them either by words or 
actions. But to admit the 606/17 of a 
divine revelation, to receive the fcriptures 

as that revelation, arid not to make them 
the only infallible rw/e and guide, in all 
matters which relate to the mind and will 
of Gop therein revealed, is, fo far, to 
lay afide the revelation ae God, to make 
it void and of none effect, and to place our- 
felves in’ no better fituation, than if no 
fuch difcovery of the mind and will of 
Gop had ever been. vouchfafed us. 
_ Thus we rob Gop of His honour, by 
flighting His word, and thus are people 
led to fet up the determinations of human 
wifdom againft it, and expofe themfelves 
to be carried about. with every wind of doc- 
trine, which the folly and {uperftition of 
weak men, and the wickednefs and craft 
of defigning men, may happen to invent. 

By fuch means it,has been, that fo 
many errors of various] kinds have found 
their way, in all ages, “into the church, 
and have maintained ἜΠΟΣ empire over the 
minds of men. Long ufage has made them 
venerable.—The preferiptive power of 
cufiom has given them eftablifhment—and 

both 
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2010 thefe have prevailed on Auman legifla- 
tures, toaftord them the awful obligation 
of their moft folemn fanétions. | 

It cannot want many arguments to 
prove, that fundry practices, as well as 
opinions, which are found among the 4ea- 
then nations, are abhorrent from all our 
conceptions of propriety, decency, and 
even humanity itfelf*.—All thefe have 
but one fource-—They do err, not knowing 
the fcriptures. | 

Where revelation is received, yet if it 
be not adhered to as the only rule of faith 
and manners, and this unrefervedly, the 
opinions and praétices of men will be as 
wide from the mind and will of Gop, as 
thofe of the Heathen are. I might here 


inftance in the opinions and practices of | 


the Pharifees of old, as well as of many 
nations called Cériftan, in more modern 
days, and who are members of that /- 


* J cannot forbear mentioning here that valuable, 
dearned, and excellent work of Fohn Leland, D. ἢ. 
on the Advantage and Neceffity of the Chriftian Reve- 


lation—wherein that author hath, with a ftrength of, 


judgment, and depth of learning and erudition -6ק‎ 


culiar to himfelf, fo. proved his point, as to deferve 
the thanks of all who know how to feta juft value 
on the {criptures, as well as of thofe who would wifh 
to do it. This valuable author fays, ‘‘It is the 
“*° mighty advantage of a written revelation, that by 
** an impartial confulting it, the deviations from it 
** may be detected, and things may again be reduced 
55 tothe original ftandard.” Vol. i. p. 453. 
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ciety of ρῥτοξείπηρ Chriftians which info- 
lently and exclufively ftyles itfelf—* THE 
* HOLY APOSTOLICAL and CATHOLIC 
‘* CHURCH —among{ft whom the moft 
devout are worfhipping a wooden god, 
which they 6311 8 crucifix*, and a breaden 
god, which they call the 20/; and, be- 
fides thefe, they worthip /aints and angels, 
and many fuch like things they do. The 
foundation of all which is ftill one and 
the fame—Tdey do err, not knowing the 
Scriptures ; for though the Papi/?s have the 
f{criptures, yet they do not adopt them as 
the only rule of fasth and worfhip. Their 
fear towards Gop 1s taught them by the 
doctrines and. commandments of men +, 
If. xxix. 13. which take place of the 

0-7 ἘΌΝΤΙ aha 


* This invention of the crucifix, or image of 
Chrift on the crofs, is but old heathenifm new vamp- 
60. Maximus Tyrius, a Platonic philofopher, who 
was matter to MZ. Antoninus, fays—** The divine na- 
>> ture ftands not in need of images or ftatues; but 
*> the nature and condition of man being very weak, 
*> and as far diftant from the Divinity as heaven is 
from earth, framed thefe figns for itfelf, and at- 
tributed to them the names and ‘titles of the 
gods”—and he thinks that the legiflators acted 
wifely in.contriving images for the people. See Le- 
land, vol. i. p. 338. The wife men and philofophers 
pleaded for images as neceflary helps to human -ת!‎ 
firmity. Ib. 424. — | 

+ [wo of the articles in the famous creed of 
Pope Pius IV. are as follows : τ 

XIII. I moft firmly admit and embrace apoffolical 

and ecclefiaftical traditions, and all other obfer~ | 
yations 
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mind ἀπά will of Gop, as revealed in 
His holy word. 

Happy would it be, could qwe, reform- 
ed Proteffants, clear ourfelves of . this 
charge in allrefpects! = 

To prove that we cannot, in fome points 
of the utmoft confequence, is the purpofe 
of the following pages; which, while 
the reader perufes, 1 could wifh him 10 
weigh in the balance of the fanétuary, to 


vations and conftitutions of the one catholic and 
apoftolic church. 

XIV. I doadmit the holy feriptures in the fame 

fenfe that holy Mother Church doth, whofe bufi- 
nefs it is to judge of the true fenfe and inter- 
pretation of them, and I will interpret them 
according to the unanimous confent of the fa- 
thers. 

The Popifh canon law frequently afirms—that the 
church is above the fcriptures. ; 

Omnis que nunc apud nos eft fcripture authoritas ab 
ecclefie authoritate neceffario dependet.—** All the au- 
>> thority which we attribute 50 the f{criptures, ne- 
>> ceffarily depends on the authority of the church.” 
Pighius de Hterar. Eccl. Lib. i. c. 2. Eccius, in 
his Enchiridion de Authoritate Ecclefie, maintains— 
Ecclefiam effe feripturis antiquiorem, & fcripturam non 
efje. authenticam, nifi ecclefie authoritate—‘* Vhe | 
>> church is more antient than the fcriptures, and _ 
>> the fcriptures are not authentic, fave by the au- 
>> thority of the church.” 

Hermannus goes farther, and afirms—Scripturas 
tantum valere quantum valent 5001 fabula, nifi ac- 
cederet ecclefiz teftimonium.—‘* The {criptures are no 
>> more to be valued than A/op’s Fables, unlefs it 
>> were for the teftimony of the church,” See Hi/. 
of Popery, vol. 1. Pe 214. 
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lay his Bible before him, and to call every 
argument, obfervation, and doétrine, to 
the ftricteft and moft fevere account, be- 
fore that unerring tribunal. If he thall 
find any thing that is wrong, or dete& any 
thing that is fa//e, let him freely fet it 
down to the 4uthor's account. But what- 
ever he fhall find agreeable fo, or clearly 
proved dy, the word of Gon, let him not 
liften to the lying. teftimony of prejudice 
or vulgar error againft it, but treafure it 
up in his mind, for the dire@ion of his 
own judgment aid confcience, in all fitua- 
tions and conditions of life. 

2 the judgment be mif-led or mif-inform- 

d, the more confcientious a man is, the 
farther will he be led into error, and the 
more firmly will he be attached to it; 
therefore it is well for us to liften to the 
counfel of the w/e man—Prov. iv. 
>> Wuispom is the principal thing, there- 
> fore get wispom; and with all thy 
‘* getting get UNDERSTANDING. 

As to differences, or even errors, Gf 
miftakes about indifferent matters can be / 
called) where mere outward forms are con- 
cerned, and thofe of human invention, 
the /uzhor defires to think, and to let think, 
and wherefoever the {criptures are filent, 
to be fo too. He does not efteem it worth 
his while to expend a fingle drop of ink 
in fuch controverfies. He 0065 not fup~ 

pote 
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pofe, that, had he lived in the fecond 
century, when the Roman and Afatic 
Chriftians quarrelled about the keeping 
of Eaffer, and ran to fuch indecent lengths 
of animofity and difcord, as might make 
the very heathen bluth, that he would 
have ventured a fingle fcratch of his fin- 
ger, to have had it decided whether it 
was to be held * תס‎ the fourteenth day 
ἐς after the firft moon in the new year,” 
or * תס‎ the fame ftated day in every year,” 
or “fon the firft Sunday after the firft full 
‘<< moon.” All this rout was made to 
very little purpofe: and had the Author 
been weak enough to have entered into 
the difpute, had he fided with the Afarics, 
and been excommunicated by Pope Viéfor 
for his pains, it would not, according to 
his prefent notions, have given him a mo- 
ment’s uneafinefs. 

But where the peace and well-being (I 
had almoft faid the very deing) of fociety 
are concerned, where diforders, of the 
moft malignant kind, have infected the 
general mafs, to the deftruction of mil- 
lions down to this moment, and threaten 
the deftruction of millions yet unborn, 
and thofe chiefly from among the mott 
defencelefs part of the human {pecies ; 
when the luft, treachery, cruelty, and 
villainy of men, are let, loofe to ravage, 
as they can, on the weaknefs and credu- 

lity 
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lity of helplefs women; and when all this 
is apparently the effect of abolifhing thofe 
parts of the divine Jaw, which were evi- 
dently made to prevent it, and the intro- 
duction of a μη μον of human invention is 
the means of its daily increafe; too much 
cannot be faid to point out the caufe of 
the difeafe, and to lead to the remedy. 
The former is from the fubftitution of the 
wifdom of man, in the place of the wifdom 
of Gon; the /atéer can only be difcovered 
and rendered effeCtual, by reftoring the 
wifdom of Gop to its due place in our 
efteem, and by making it, as itis found 
revealed to us in the feriptures, 6ב‎ 
of our municipal laws—the ἄπ of our con- 
ducét—the rule of our obedience. 

Perhaps fome may think, that there are 
points handled and difcuffed in this doo, 
which had. better been left under the 
clouds of ob{curity which have long over- 
whelmed them, and hidden them from 
vulgar obfervation, left difputes fhould be 
raifed, and abufes committed by the per- 
verfions of the evil and licentious. It is 
written concerning the feriptures them- 
felves, that, to fome they are the /avour 
of life unto life*, and unto others the /a- 


* Haurit lethiferum bufo de flore venenum, 
Quo mel nectareum fedula promit apes. 
At the fame flow’r the toad and bee may meet, 
That fuck the poifon—this exhault the /weet. 
Ὁ) 
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wour of death unto death. 2 Cor. 11. 16. 
And again—that the walearned and 0 
wrefted the epifiles of Paul, as alfo the other 
feriptures, ta their own deftruction. 2 Pet. 
111. 16. As therefore there is nothing in 
this 2002, which is not to be found in 
thofe fcriptures, as to the pomts above 
hinted at, the Author ventures it forth, 
confiding in him who hath faid— Zs the 
rain cometh down, and the fnow from hea- 
ven, and returneth not thither, but water- 
eth the earth, and maketh it bring forth and 
bud, that it may give feed to the fower, and 
bread to the eater; fo foall my word be, that 
= goeth forth out of my mouth: it fhall not re- 
turn unto me void, but it fhall 0000070002 that 
which I pleafe, and it fhall profper in the 

thing wkereunto I fent it. If. lv. 10, ΤΙ. 
He cannot be of the mind of Synefius the 
Platonifi, who was raifed to be a Bifbop in 
the Chriftian church, but continued to be 
a determined Platoni/? ; and had 10 far im- 
bibed the {pirit and doctrine of that 162001, | 
as to declare his fentiments thus—‘‘ As © 
> darknefs is moft proper and commodi- 
‘* ous for. thofe who have weak eyes, fol 
““ hold that /yes and fiétions are ufeful to 
“ the people, and that ¢ruth would be 
hurtful to thofe who are not able to 
ἐς bear its light and fplendor.” And he 
9 5 4 adds—~ 


ςς 


τὴ‏ ל ששל - 7 לפ weer‏ ב אצ 


adds——** If the laws of the church would 
*> difpenfe with it, that he would phi/o/- 
“* phize at home, and talk abroad. in the 
“* common ftrain, preaching up the ge- 
*> neral and received fables.” See*note z, 
Leland, vol. 11. p. 344. 

Such is human prudence and wifdom!— 
but the divine wifdom faith—He that hath 
my word, let him fpeak my word faithfully. 
Jer. xxiii. 28. There is nothing covered 
‘that fhall not be revealed; and hid, that 
fhall not be known. What I tell you in dark- 
nefs, that [peak ye in the ight ; and what ye 
hear in the ear, that preach (κηρύξατε, pro- 
claim, publifh) upon the houfe-tops. Matth. 
x. 26,27. Truth 18 like him that doeth 
the truth—it cometh to the hght, that its 
deeds may be manifeft, that they are wrought 
in Gop. Error, like every one that doth 
evil, hateth the light, neither cometh to the 
light, left its deeds fhould be reproved. John 
Ni JO. 21: | 

ΟΡ never revealed any thing but that 
it fhould be known. When men want to 
conceal any part of divine revelation from 
the knowledge of others, it is too fre- 
| quently with a purpofe of preventing the 
detection of fome errors in human /y/tems, 
which, from fome finifter view or other, 
they dread the difcovery of. ‘Thus the 
church of Rome, jealous of the light of 

{cripture, 
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{cripture, knowing that. the whole domi- 
nion of popes and priefls over the under- 
ftandings and confciences of the laity is’ 
founded in ignorance, keep, as far as they 
can, the fcriptures out of their hands. 

Others there are, who, from well- _ 
meant, but miftaken, zeal, for principles 
which they have been taught to venerate, 
dread that thefe fhould be attacked; as 
thinking the caufe of religion itfelf, is -ם1‎ 
volved with the /uppofed truth of what 
they are accuftomed to believe. There 
can be no doubt, that when our reformers 
firft attacked the Poprr’s /upremacy, the 
_worfhip of the Virgin Mary, the celibacy 
of priefis, and other pious lyes and forge- 
ries of the church of Rome, many devout 
and zealous people thought, that religion 
itfelf was, like the ark of old, 1 Sam. 
iv. 10, 11. about to be delivered into the 
hands of the Pdziiffines; and cried out, 
like Micah, when the Danites took away 
his Levite and his Teraphin—Ye have 
taken away my gods which I made, and the 
priefi—and what have I more? See Fudges 
XVIll. 24. 

If there be any thing in the 2 which 
ought to be concealed, it would be no very 
hard matter to prove, that it ought 
never to have been revealed.. But as it 
often happens with private individuals, 
that they are afraid of’ looking. too ‘nar- 

a rowly 
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rowly into the {cripture, for fear of meet 
ing with fomething to fhake their precon- 
ceived opinions ard prejudices; fo is it 
with all public and zational fyftems. As 
thefe have been fafhioned by 4uman con- 
trivance, they are not, for very obvious 
reafons, over-fond of too narrow a fcru- 
tiny on the fingle footing of divine reve- 
lation; 161%, as they are formed like the 
feet of the image in Nebuchadnezzar’s dream, 
which were part of iron, and part of clay; 
fo thefe being compofed of the Leteroge- 
neous mixture of divine wifdom and hu- 
man contrivance, a too curious inveftiga=— 
tor fhould, like the sTone ¢here men- 
tioned—jfall upon them, and break them ἐσ 
pieces. | 

The Author of the following {fheets 

rofefles himfelf a Free-thinker; not i 
the ufual fenfe of that word, as what he 
has written muft abundantly teftify, but | 
as an affertor of that right, which every 
reafonable creature is invefted with, to 
fearch, think, and judge for himfelf. He 
therefore has endeavoured to lay fome 
points, which he cannot but efteem of the 
utmoft confequence, before the world, 
that others may exercife ¢hezr privilege as 
the Author hath done 2, 

As for the adufe which any fubject 
herein treated may be liable to—What is 
not abufed? What in nature, providence, 

or 
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or revelation, has not been aby/ed and per- 
verted to fome vile purpofe or other ? The 
very GOSPEL OF PEACE hath 6605 
to fanctify fraud, violence, oppreflion, and 
perfecution—to juftify maffacres, tortures, 
murders, even to men’s roa/ling alive their | 
fellow-creatures, and thinking they did Gov. 
fervice! infomuch that, were we to judge 
of the great Heap of our 20 religion, by 
the abufe which has been made of His. 
authority, we fhould invert what He fays, 
Luke ix. 56. and imagine, that He came 
not fo SAVE men’s lives, ὀψέ to DESTROY) 
them. But what does all this prove? 
Nothing but the ignorance, perverfenefs, 
cruelty, and wickednefs of human nature; 
and that corruptio optimi fit pefima: but it 
does not prove, that the Gop of heaven, 
who forefaw and foreknew fuch abufes, 
fhould not have revealed His mind and 
will to mortals; nor that any part of that 
revelation fhould be concealed, {upprefied, 
or hidden from the eyes of men, for fear 
of its being 2/0/20. For this may be taken 
as a certain rule, that no abufe of the 
{criptures ever yet happened from a real 
underftanding and knowledge of their con~ 
tents, but from an ignorance, either in 
ourfelves, or impofed on us by the defign 
and artifice of others. 

The grand queftion to be tried is, whe- 
ther a sysTeM, filled with ob/igation and 
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refponfibity of men to women, and of‏ 
women to men, even unto death itfelf,‏ 
and this eftablifhed by INFINITE wispoM,‏ 
is not better calculated to prevent the ruin‏ 
of the female fex, with all its horrid con-‏ 
fequences, both to the public and indi-‏ 
viduals, than a system of Auman contri-‏ 
vance, where neither ob/igation nor refpon-‏ 
fibility are to be found, either of men to‏ 
women, or of women to men, in inftances‏ 
of the moft important concern to 20/2, but‏ 
more efpecially to the weaker fex? | >‏ 
The whole of the evidence on both‏ 
fides is faithfully collected, and laid open,‏ 
‘without any referve or difguife, in ‘this‏ 
book—let every READER look upon him-‏ 
felf as impannelled on the jury—let him |‏ 
impartially hearken to the caufe—and a‏ 
true verdié give according to the eui-‏ 
ן 2 dence.‏ 
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Rie call in queftion the truth of long--‏ 


| Feceived opinions, is a fort of ems 
ployment which few chufe to be engaged 
in στ Ποῖ only from the natural indolence 
and iupinenefs of the human mind, but 
from the reception which fuch attempts 
are likely to meet with from the generality, 
who are always jealous of whatfoever may 
[δε an attack on principles which have 
the fanGion of, antient cufiom; and from 
thence, even of Jaws themfelves, for their 
fupport, =~ | 
We need but look * 0368 τὸ the times 
| | | of 
* If we carry our refearches into’ ‘the hiftory of 
the Heathen world, we fhall find that it was an efta- 
blifthed maxim adopted by Plato, and in which all 
the other philofophers without exception concurred, 
that ** every nation fhould worihip the gods accordine 
> to the eftablifhed laws and cultoms, to which alfo 
>> every private perfom in his own practice ought to 
conform.” By this artifice of the Wevi/ (who is 


emphatically ftyled the god of this world, that blinds 
Bus. J, ג‎ the 
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of the Reformation, in order to fee this 
abundantly verified. Our Reformers no 
fooner began the falutary work of enquiry 
after truth, and its infallible confequence, 
the detection of error, than the whole 
Chriftian world, fo called, was in arms 
again{t them...Counci/s were fummoned, 
fynods*held, and their fentences were, in 
fub{tance, what that of the ““ men, bre- 
thren, and fathers,” of the ‘ews was 
again{t that fuppofed inovator, Paul of 
Tarfus, when they faid, “ Away with fuch 
a fellow from the earth, for it is not fit that 
he fhould hive.” Acts xxii. 22. 

Had not Luther quarrelled with Pope 
Leo X. and brought himfelf into dif- 


the minds of men,” 2 Cor. iv. 4.) not only the Hea- 
then world, but a great part of the Chriffian world, 
hath been enflaved in chains of error and. delufion. 
On the footing of this maxim it was, that when 
Socrates, who was the wifeft of the phrlofophers, at- 
tempted to awaken his countrymen toa more rational 
and fpiritual fenfe of divine things than they had, been 
accuftomed to, he was accufed at Athens by Anytus 
and M/elitus, that ** he did not believe thofe to be 
> gods which the city believed, and that he intro- 
66 duced other new ₪005 --101 this he was put to 
death. How-many Chri/fians have been put to death 
‘on a fimilar principle, let the annals of thofe declare 
who are now crying, How long, O Lorn, holy and 
true, doft thou not judge and avenge our blood on them 
that dwell on the earth! Rev. vie g, 10. 

So Cicero binds it as a duty upon the people ** to 
ἐς follow the religion of their anceftors.” Cic. de 
Leg. lib. ii. c, 8.—ritus familia patrumque fervanto. 
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ficult and dangerous circumftances, it is 
not impoflible, but that the light of that 
great reformer had remained hidden under 
the * bufbel of monkery. However, it 
pleafed Gop to order it otherwife, and, in 
his gracious providence, to over-rule Lu- 
ther’s fituation, for the inveftigation and 
promulgation of the faith once delivered ta 
the faints. Jude 3. This extraordinary 
man was led to fearch, think, and judge 
for himfelf; and (drawing his artillery from 
the inexhauftible arfenal of the holy fcrip- 
tures) firft to -- attack, and then to over- 
throw, errors, which had been received as 
the moft facred ¢ruths for ages, and which 
had been maintained, by every fupport, 
which the credulity and fuperftition of 
mankind, aided by laws and powers eccle- 
fraftical and civil, could give them. 

From whence I would infer, that no 
opinions or doctrines whatfoever, receive 
any conclufive proof of their truth, from the 


* Matth. v. 15. 

+ I would obferve, that Yohn Wickliffe, an Englifb- 
man, educated at Oxford in the reign of Edward III. 
has the honour of being the firft perfon in Europe 
who publickly called in queftion, and boldly refuted, 
thofe dogtrines, which had pafled for certain during Ὁ 
many ages. Guth. Gram. vol. i. 247. For this he 
was forely perfecuted during his life; and after his 
death, his bones, which had been buried forty-one 
years, were dug up and burned. ‘This by a folemn 
decree of the council of Conffance. See Fox’s Mar- 
tyrs, vol. 1, §29- 
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fuffrages of men, however wife, learned, 

or however fupported by human maxims, 

cuftoms, or laws. 'To take it for granted, 

that truth muft be where there are thefe 
fupports, is at once to give up our privi- 
1656 of enquiring and judging for our- 
felves ; and, if fo, we might as well have 
been born without reafon and judgment as 
with them. Upon fuch a principle as this, 
a Mohammedan has as good * a reafon for 
the truth of the Koran, as we have for the 
truth of the Bij; for the former hath as 
much the cu/foms and Jaws of Turkey for its 
fupport, as the Jeter has thofe of England. 
“* Idolatry at Pekin (fays a late writer) 
>> Mobammedifin at Conftantinople, Popery at 
‘© Rome, and orthodoxy at Wefiminfter, will 
** be all equally right. The earth will 
*> turn round in England, and ftand {till 


* So had the antient Heathen for the truth of their 
fyftems. Many of the philofophers actually refolve alk 
moral obligations into merely human laws and confti- 
tutions ; making them the on/y meafure of right and 
wrong, good and evil: fo that if the people had a 
mind to be inftructed what they fhould do or forbear, 
they fent them to the laws of their feveral countries, 
ahd allowed them to do whatfoever was not forbidden 
by thofe laws. Leland, vol. ii. 81, 82. Plato is for 
people’s ** worfhipping the gods appointed by the laws 
>> of the ftate, and in the manner there prefcribed.” 
Ib. p. 119. note p. So before him Pythagoras, 

betel μεν mpe]a Θεύς NOMQ QS ATAKEITAI. 
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Firft the immortal gods, as is by ia ordain dy 
W orhhip. 
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“ in Italy; and our holy religion will be 
>> true in Ewrope, but an arrant falfehood 
“ throughout all the continent of 4/2.” 
Humanum eft errare, 1s too true refpecting 
every man and αἱ men, as fallible crea- 
tures. Churches and councils, as well as other 
communities *, are therefore liable to be 
miftaken, as is modeftly confefled by the 
Church of Exgland in her 211% artich, + 
>> General Councils.” | 

> When they be gathered together (for- 
*> afmuch as they be an afflembly of men 
*> whereof all be not governed by the 
> Spirit and word of God) they may err, 
and fometimes dave erred in things per- 
** taining to God. Wherefore things or- 
“«<-dained by them as 26061477 to falvation, 
>> have neither ftrength nor authority, 
*> unlefs it may be declared that they are 
“© taken out of the Holy Scriptures.” 


* >> By paying little deference to general counct/s, 
few inconveniences arifz, compared with thofe 
** which inevitably follow a blind and tame fubmif- 
*¢ jion, in points of faith, to human decifions, and to 
public wifdom, as fome of our controverfial doctors 
“* have loved to call it, which may be public folly. 

*© Public wifdom is a mere Proteus; and, not to con” 
fider it in Pagan or Mahometan countries, amonet{t 
** the “fews it once was the wifdom of Ahab and Senex 
“ὁ bel, and afterwards of Annas and Caiaphas. It (εἰς 
out with a great fhew of religion, it begins with 
*> the Gofpel according to St. Matthew, and it often 
“* ends in the gofpel according to Mr. Hobbes,” Jortia 
Rem. vol, ii, p. 101--4- 
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The writer of the following pages would 
humbly hope, that, having fo venerable 
an authority for calling in queftion the 
truth of certain matters, which are moft 
affuredly believed among ft us, he fhall not 
be deemed impertinently contentious, if, 
touching fome points, he differs from the 
generality of his countrymen, who, con- 
tenting themfelves with motions and opi- 
nions received by tradition from their fathers, 
have never thought of looking after the 
foundations on which they are grounded, 
and have therefore miftaken the fallible 
authority of men like themfelves, for the 
divine and infallible authority of truth it- 
Self | 
‘That our brothels are filled with 207077 
our ftreets with profitutes, and our land 
with impurity, is too dreadfully true. 
Magdalens, Afylums, and all the kind and 
benevolent interpofitions of ‘public chari- 
ties, however we may fuppofe them, with 
re{pect to fome few individuals, to anfwer 
their benevolent defigns, are inadequate 
to the cure of fo crying anevil. A tree 
is not to be deftroyed by plucking off a 
few leaves, or by cutting away here and 
there a branch; nor can fo general an evil, 
as we have f{poken of, be reformed by fo 
partial, fo precarious a remedy, as, from 
the nature of things, it is in the power 

οἵ 
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of the beft difpofed, as matters are now 
conftituted amonegft us, to adminifter. 

The ax muft be laid to the root—this 18 
the divine wifdom. The truth is, that 
the evil above mentioned, as all others, 
arifes from the negle&t and contempt of 
the divine law, and the fubftitution of 
human *laws in its ftead. The wifdom 
and goodnefs of Gop, which He has fhewn 
in the provifion gracioufly made for the 
protection and defence of the weaker fex, - 
from the villainy, treachery, and cruelty 
of the /fronger, are difregarded. ΟΡ 8 
Jaws are laid afide, for that fyftem of bafe- 
nefs and barbarity, which permits men, 
with impunity, firft to feduce, and then to 
betray, to infamy, want, mifery, difeafe, 
and even death itfelf in many inftances, 
thoufands and tens of thoufands of unhappy 
women, who (were the laws of Heaven 
regarded, as they ought to be, and made 
the foundation of our municipal laws) inftead 
of becoming nuifances, and reduced to the 


* This praétice exaétly harmonizes with the prin- 
ciples of Lord Bolingbroke, who concludes a very hor- 
rid fentiment on the commerce of men and women, 
with thefe words :—‘* Increafe and multiply is the law 
“ of nature. The manner in which this fhall be 
“ executed, with the greateft advantage to fociety, 1s 
“¢ the Jew of man.” Here this matter is left wholly. 
to political confiderations and human laws, without 
any divine Jaw to reftrain or regulate it. 
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{late of Dewi/s * incarnate, might have been, 
the comforts of their families, the delight of 
their friends, the ornaments of civil fociety. 
_ As to what fhall. be advanced on thefe, 
and on the other fubjects of the following 
difcourfe, the author is not wild enough 
to imagine that, what he has to fay, will 
meet with any better reception than that 
book does from whence he takes his autho- 
rity ; or that any perfon who does not 
regard the Bzb/e fo far as to, pay an implicit 
regard to its facred dictates, will be in the 
leaft perfuaded by what. will be offered ; 
much lefs that there will be any alteration 
in our national fyftem of laws, ‘till, as a 
nation, we practically adopt, as we certain- 
ly profefs to believe, and as it 15 evidently, 
true, that Gop is to make laws for man, 


* This expreffion will not be thought too ftrong, 
when the appendages, and concomitant-vices of pro- 
ftitution ave confidered ; fuch’ as profane curfing. and 
fwearing —blafphemy — obfcene talking — drunkenne/s— 
lying — thieving — and even the unnatural crime, men-, 
tioned Rom. i. 26. Thisis fo frequent, as even to have 
become common. When fuch are the gradual confe- 
quences of eradicating every principle of sode/fy and 
virtue from the female mind, how ought that law to 
be reverenced, which was ordained of Heaven, for 
their proteCtion! Montefquieu, L’efprit des Loix, vol.1. 
Liv. 16. c. 12. obferves, that ‘* there are fo many 
>> evils attending the lofs of virtue in a woman, the 
** whole foul is fo degraded by it, and fo many other 
*> faults follow upon it, that, in a popular ftate, 
*> public incontinence may be regarded as the greatett of 
ὁ“. misfortunes.” | ; 

and 
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and not man for Gop ; or, 170016 words, 
that the world is to conform to the Bibi, 
and not the Bzd/e to the world. 

16 is now long fince Chrift charged the 
Fewyh Rabbis with making void the law 
of God through their traditions, and teaching 
jor doctrines the commandinents of men, here- 
by proving themfelves the children and 
followers of thofe of whom he complains 
If. xxix.13. This people draw near me with 
their mouth, and with their lips do honour 
me, but have removed their heart far from 
me, and their fear towards me is taught by 
the precept of men. YXuman nature is * jutt 
the fame xow that it was then, and the 
fame leaven has run through human fyftems, 
more or 1618, to this hour. | 

Our laws concerning marriage, 610206141- 
ly fince the famous marriage-ad, are full 
of this, and hence in part arifes the mif- 
chief complained of. By fubftituting a 
human ceremony of man’s invention, in the 
place of the on/y ordinance of marriage 
> > השקט\/‎ 1,1543. The Parifian divines affem- 
bling the people by the found of a trumpet, pub- 
“© lithed five-and-twenty heads of Chriffian doctrine, 
propofing the bare conclufions, and determinations, 
without adding reafons, perfuafions, or grounds, 
‘but only prefcribing, as it were by authority, what 
> ἐς they would have believed. ‘Thefe were printed, and 
“ jent through all France, confirmed by the King’s 
letters, under moft grievous punifhments againtt 
** whomfoever fpake or taught otherwife.’ Brent. 


Hitt. Coun, Trent. τος. 
which 
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which Gop ever inftituted or revealed, we 
have reduced the moft folemn of all ties 
toa fort of civil inftitution, the moft facred 
of all obligations to a mere civil contrac; 
and where the /atter can be avoided, the 
Jormer is as totally vacated, as if it had never 

been. 

By Gop’s exprefs command from Mount 
Sinat, where the laws concerning moral 
good and evil, were eternally and unaltera- 
bly fixed, no man could ¢ake a virgin and 
then abandon her. He fhall furely endow ber 
to be his wife. Exod. xxii. 16. And again 
Deut. xxii. 29. She fhall be bis wife; BE- 
CAUSE HE HAS HUMBLED HER, δε may not 
put her away all his days. 

Will any fay—* thefe laws are antiquat- 
ed?” Tanfwer, ‘ they are as unchangea- 
ble as the Gop that made them.” His aw 
is His w//, and therefore can no more 
change than 111011616. = The frength of Isra- 
EL 1s not 0 man that He fhould repent נחם‎ 
change his wind, opinion, or purpofe. 1 Sam, 
xv.29. Jam ,זו טסזוס[‎ I change not, is 
the 62726167 which he records of ות‎ 
Mal. iit. 6.; and to fhew that he hath 
ftamped the fame unchangeablene/s upon his 
Jaws, he fays, Deut.iv. 2. Ye fhall not app 
unto the word which I command you, neither 
foal ye DIMINISH ought from it, that ye 
may keep the commandments of the LORD your 
Gop. And again, Deut. x1, 32. What thing 
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foever 1 command you, obferve to do it, thou 
shalt not ADD thereto noy DIMINISH from it. 

Now, I do take it for granted, that He, 
who, fpeaking to the people of I/rael, calls 
himfelf rue LoRD youR Gop, is alfo THE 
Lorp our Gop. Is he the God of the 
“ews only? Is he not alfo of the Gentiles ¢ 
Yes—of the Gentiles alfo. Rom. iil. 29. For 
which very evident reafon, I do conclude, 
that both ews and Gentiles are equally 
fubje&t to thofe laws which the Lorp 
THEIR Gop once revealed and eftablifhed 
for the moral government of the world : 
and therefore (as we may learn from the 
teftimony of the Apofile of the Gentiles un- 
der the New Teftament, Ga/.1ii. 10. as well 
as from Mofes under the Old Teftament, 
Deut. xxvii. 26.) Curfed is every one, that 
continueth not in ALL things which are written 
in the BooK OF THE Law, fo do them. 

Thefe laws therefore ftand on the fame 
footing with what we ufually call the Ten 
Commandments—and are no more fubject to 
decay or alteration than theyare. I fay they 
ftand on the fame footing, becaufe they 
were equally delivered by Gop to Mofes, 
on the fame divine veracity, the fame aw- 
ful, and indifputable authority, and are 
guarded by the fame tremendous /anétion. 

That the merely ceremonial laws are 
waxed old and vanifhed away, Heb. vill. 13. 
is certain, becaufe they were only efta- 
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blifthed for the ¢ime then prefent, Heb. ix. 
g. to point out, and prefgure things to 
come. "They had ‘their end and accom- 
plifament in Curist, and of courfe their 
utter abolition. This, fo far from arguing 
any chauge of mind or will in Roe ig 
one of the higheft and moft ‘Mud neue 
proofs of the uniformity, and confiftency, 
with which he has laid down, carried on, 
and perfected the fame one defign ftom the 
beginning. 

But the moral laws which refpest the 
well-being of fociety, the prevention of 
diforder, confufion, and all other appen- 
dages of moral evil, muft endure, as long as 
the objects to. which they relate endure 
on the face of the earth. When Sz. Paz, 
Gal. 111. 10. and Rom. x. 5. cites the fanc- 
tions of the moral law from the Old Tef- 
tament, he fhews very clearly, that 1+ 1 
remains as an invariable rule of conduct, 
from which all the people of Gop, whether 
“fews or Gentiles, are equally forbidden to 
depart. | 

Can any perfon therefore, in his fober 
fenfes, imagine that it was wx/awful in the 
fight of Gop (becaufe exprefily by a pofitive 
law forbidden) three thoufand years ago, 
to take a virgin and then abandon her, but 
% now it is dawful? or, becaufe there is 

o law of this land againft it, 16 15. there- 
Pa 1668 offenfive in the eyes of Gop, than 

at 
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at the infant He forbad it? or that 3 
law is only binding on the confciences of 
men, where it has the fanction of human * 
inftitutions to inferce it? If it be διέ 
which wears out the malignity of fuch an 
evil, or the obligation of the divine law 
apainft it, we may as well imagine that 
other crimes ftand in the fame predica- 
ment, and the moft atrocious violations 
of the fecurity and happinefs of mankind, 
will have a prefcriptive innocence to plead 
in their excufe. 

That alk fuch reafonings. are not only 
without foundation, but directly oppofite 
to the divine truth, we learn from that 
truth itfelf, which hath affured us, that 
“<< it is eafier for heaven and earth to pafs, 
than one tittle of the law to fail.” And that 
we may be affured He ftamped the moft 
permanent authority on that law, and par- 
ticularly on that part of the law of which 
we have now been fpeaking, He adds, in 
the very next words —‘‘ Whofoever putteth 
away his wife, and marrieth another, com- 
mitteth adultery; and whofoever marrieth 
her that is put away from her hufband; com- 


* We may fay of human laws, ceremonies, and 
inftitutions, which interfere with the obligation of 
Gop’s ordinances or commandments, as Aeviry 1. 
King of France faid of the papal difpenfations, that— 
*> they are not able to fecure the confcience, and are 
** nothing but a fhadow caft before the 6768 of men, 
‘© which cannot hide the truth from Gon.” ו‎ 
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mitteth adultery.” This is no new law en- 
acted by our 016066 Saviour on the fub- 
ject, but an application and explanation of 
that very law which he had, immediately 
before, 1916 --- ‘* could never fail,” and 
which was given to Mofes at mount Sinaz. 
See Luke. xvi. 17, 18. 

When our Lord in his fermon on the - 
mount, as recorded by St. Matthew, is 
about to explain the moral law, and vindi- 
cate it from the falfe gloffes which the 
Scribes and Pharifees had put upon it, he 
prefaces his explanation with thefe re- 
markable words—** Verily I fay unto you, 
til heaven and earth pafs, one got or one tittle 
(one, even the moft feemingly inconfider- 
able part of a fingle letter) (φαΐ in no 
wy 70 pafs from the law, "1707 all be fulfilled.” 
ἕως ἂν παντὰ γενηται. Until all things be done. 
Which, with the learned Dr. Hammond on 
Matth. v. 18. I would thus paraphrafe : 
>> ΤΠ] the world be deftroyed, and all 
*> things come to an end, no one leaft 
*> particle fhall depart from the law, or 
* be taken away, or lofe its force and 
*> obligation.” ‘‘Whofoever therefore, faith 
Chrift, ver. 19. /hall break one of thefe leaft 
commandments, and fhall teach men fo, he fhall 
be called the leaft in the kingdom of heaven ; 
but whofoever fhall do, and teach them, the 
fame fhall be called great in the kingdom of 
heaven.” After fuch a teftimony as this ta 
the zmmutability of the divine law, it would 

hardly 
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hardly be decent in me to attempt an ad- 
dition to its force, by any further argu- 
ments. 

I will therefore now proceed to examine 
the fubjects propofed, which I fhall do 
fingly on the authority of Gop’s word ; 
and this, not by detaching one text here 
and there from the reft of the facred fcrip- 
tures; but by examining carefully the whole 
throughout, comparing fpiritual things with 
fpiritual, τ Cor. 11. 13. and thus allowing: 
the word of Gop tobe, what Gop doubt- 
lefs intended it fhould be, the de comment 
upon ifelf. | 

Nor fhall I venture to reft any one point 
on the authority of even the beft * tran/- 
lations, but conftantly have recourfe to the 
original feriptures, being defirous to follow 
that fenfible maxim, that ‘ nothing fhould 
ἐς be received in proof, but on the bet 
** teftimony which the nature of the thing 
>> will admit of.” If, in matters of czvil 
property, ‘* a copy will not be admitted 
*> in evidence, where the original can be 
*> come at,” how much more doth it be- 
hove us, in matters of eternal concern, to 
have the beft evidence for our determina- 


* Whofoever reads the ftri€tures om, or rather 
againf?, the facred feriptures, of that ignorant and 
malicious reviler of them, AZ. de Voltaire, may fee 
how he has been led into his miftakes by fome of the 
Latin and French tranflations. 
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tions? ‘Satius off petere fortes quam feclari 
rivitlos. ה‎ 15 | 

I have endeavoured to clear my imagi- 
nation of all worldly fyftems, and aman 
inventions whatfoever, whether Popifh or 
Proteftant, and to allow no authority more 
modern than the facred {cripture, ἐς 
weighty than infpiration itfelf, to amount 
τὸ ἃ proof of what is true or fale. As for 
the writings of primitive * fathers, Chri/~ 
tians, &c. the whole rabble of /choolmen, 
tezether with the decrees of counct/s, 
churches, fynads, &e. a’ man, who withes 
to know the frurh, fhould no more receive 
a matter of doéfrize on their authority, than 


.* Thefe were but fallible men, like ourfelves, at beft; 
and if we confider the ftrange opinions which are to 
be found in their writings, we πλὰξ acknowledge 
them to be very faulty. Though they have been fo 
mutilated, changed, interpolated, and corrupted, by 
the various /ec#s who have wanted their teftirnony to 
{peak for them, that it is dificult to know what is 
genuine, and what is not... 1 remember to have met 
with the following difmal, though fhort account, of 
the writings of the fathers—‘* Scatent erroribus tum 
ςς veterm tum recentiorum Jereticorum.’’. “© The 
*> abound with the errors, as well of the old, as of 
>> the more modern heretics.”’ The apofile, Vit. i. 14. 
warns us againft Fewi/h fables; we fhould be equally 
careful of giving heed to thofe which feem to bear a 
Ghriftian ftamp. | 
00/6 might as well recommend a young man to the 
ftudy of fo many volumes of news-papers to make him 
an. accurate hifforiographer, as to the fludy of the fa- 
thers to make him a found a@vine. 


he 
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he fhould a matter of faé# on the teftimony 
of a Popifh legend. Nay, I will go farther, 
and fay, that the dying words, and un- 
fhaken conftancy’ of /aimts, martyrs, and 
confeffors, ought to prove no more than 
that ** they themfelves believed what they 
>> faid,” unlels the holy fcriptures bear tefti- 
mony to their opinions. , | 

However clear the /pring is, yet, when 
it divides itfelf, flowing from the foun- 
tain-head into different channels, it will 
naturally prefent to the eye the cofur, and 
to the palate the taffe, of the different foils 
through which it may happen to take its 
courfe. Ihave therefore found little en- 
couragement to reit any thing on the au- 
thority of commentators ; who, being preju- 
diced by education, influenced by cuftom, 
and mifled by others that have gone before 
them —inftead of thinking as the Bible 
peaks, too frequently make the Bib/e {peak as 
they think. ‘The conclufion of the matter 
therefore ought to be—To the Law and to 
the Testimony! If, viii. 20. 


Vis he ΣΟ יש‎ 


CHAP. I. 
Of MARRIAGE as a Divine Inflitution. 


HEN the great and all-wife Crea- 

tor had formed man upon the earth, 

male and female, He bleffed them, and faid 
unto them, be fruitful and multiply, and re- 
plenifb the earth. Gen. 1. 28. This com- 
mand was to be fulfilled in a way 01 Gop’s 
own appointment; that is to jay, by ;< 
union of the man and woman in perfonal 
knowledge of each other. This is the only 
marriage-ordinance which we find revealed 
in the facred feriptures.. Wherever this 
union {hould come to pafs, though fwe dif- 
tinct and independent perfons before, they 
now were to become as ome. They (ῥα ! ἐς 
one* flefh, Gen. il, 24. and fo indiffolubly 
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* נא--לבשר אחד‎ one flefh—tts σάρκα מא‎ Gr. 
Teft. The Hebrew ל‎ prefixed, hath often this fenfe. 
See Jofh. vii. 6. Lam. i. 17. So the Greek prepofi- 
tion εἰς, which anfwers to it. Compare 2 Sam. vil. 14. 
with Heb. 1. 5. where the לבן‎ and לאב‎ of the Old 
‘Teftament, are rendered by εἰς wajepa and ¢4¢ vsoy in 
the New Teftament; and clearly evince the names of 
Father and Son to be economical names of office in the 
covenant of redemption, not defcriptive of an infe- 
riority and fubordination in the perfons of the Gop~ 
HeAb. Compare Luke i. 35. 

Alfo 
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ene, as to be infeparable. What God hath 
joined together, let not man put afunder. 
Matth. xix. 6. 

That this ovene/s arofe from this 00 of 
union, and from the command confequent 
upon it, that they /hould be one flefb, is evi- 
vident from the Apoff/e’s reafoning, 1 Cor. 
vi. τς, τό. Know ye not that your bodies are 
the members of Curist? Shall I then take 
the members of CHRIST, and make them the 
members of an * harlot? God forbid! What, 
know ye not that be that ₪ JOINED ¢o an 
harlot is פאס‎ BODY? for two, faith he, /hall 
be ONE FLESH. | 

This queftion of the 010105 -- 0 
ye not that he that 1s joined to an harlot is one 
body? and what follows, being taken to- 
gether, have a plain reference to what 4dam 
faid, Gen. ii. 23, 24. δ: 1s now bone of my 
bones, and 760 of my flesh, δὸς. and feems very 
fully to determine, not only the ftri¢tnefs 


Alfo היה‎ with ,ל‎ and a noun following, denotes 
fome change of condition, ftate, or quality, and fig- 
nifies—to become. Gen. ii. 7. 24. xvil. 4. Exod. iv. 4. 
& al. freq. | 

% opyn, from πέρνη μι, or wepyaw, to fell. A whore, 
a woman who proftitutes her body for gain. So the. 
Latin meretrix is from mereor, to earn, get money: 
and our Englifh word whore, front the German huren 
(Dutch dueren) to hire. Thus Ovid, ib. i. eleg. 10. 


Stat meretrix certo cuivis mercabilis ere, 
Et miferas juflo corpore querit opes. : 
See Parkhurf?’s Gr. Lex. 
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of the marriage-union, but that which con- 
ftitutes it in the fight of Gop. In all 
which there is not the leaft hint, or moft 
diftant allufion, to any outward rite or ce- 
remony adminiftered by any perfon what- 
foever; but the whole is made tto reff 
fimply and only in the per/fona/ * union of 
the man and woman. It is this alone which, 
according to the pol, makes them one 
20. | 
If the licentious and temporary union 
with an 20/7/25, makes a man to become 


* It may be prefumed, that in what Adam faid, 
Gen. 11. 23. he had an immediate reference to her 
formation out of a part of him/elf; but that there was 
alfo an allufion to the perfonal union of the male and 
female, in what he fays, ver. 24. is clearly proved by 
the Apofile’s argument, 1 Cor. vi. 16; otherwife his 
citing this paflage of Gen. ii. 24. would have been 
nothing to the purpofe to fhew that this makes them 
one fief. The Hebrew באשתו‎ pat is rendered by 
the LX X, TIPOSKOAAHOHEETAI, προς τὴν γυναῖκα 
0[%. in Matt. xix. 5. ΠΡΟΣΚΟΛΛΗΘΗΣΕΤΑΙ τὴ 
yuverns εἰν] Let the reader compare all this with the 
Apofile’s 6 ΚΟΛΛΩ͂ ΜΕΝΟΣ τῆ q@opyy, and it will be 
very eafy to fee that the fame zdea runs through the 
whole; which is, that thofe who-are thus joined, are 
ene body, and pronounced by Gop—one πε. .'This 
will appear ftill the more evidently, if we confider 
ouR Lorp’s expreflion, as reprefented by the Euan- 
gelifi, Matt. xix. 6. where he ufes the word =YTNE- 
ZEYZEN, hath joined, or yoked together, as the effect 
of the caufe exprefled by Προσκολληθήσε]αι. All this 
will appear ftill more evidently, 15 with the accurate 
Ar, Mont. we tranflate באשתו‎ Pay, adharebit IN 
UXORE SUA. 
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ene body, and one flefh with her, we may. 
fuppofe that the fin of fornication receives 
no fmall fhare of its malignity, from the 
abufe thereby committed of the ordinance 
of marriage as eftablifhed by Gop: as en- 
tering into it without any intention of 
abiding by it, but merely to gratify a 
tranfient luft, and that with a woman who 
departs from one to another, as gain or 
evil defare may lead her. Neverthelefs 
the po/tle, on the authority of Gen. ii. 
23, 24. fays, that 26 that ₪ joined to an 
harlot, is one body, and one flefh with her, 
by being engaged in that ordinance, of 
which thefe things are declared, in the 
paflage referred to, to be the inevitable 
confequences. 

From what has been faid, it appears, 
that marriage, as inftituted of Gop, fim- 
ply confifts (as to the effence of it) in the 
union of the man and woman as one body ; 
for which plain and evident reafon, no 
outward forms or ceremonies of man’s in~ 
vention, can add to or diminith from the 
effects of this union in the fight of Gop. 
What ends thefe things may ferve, as to 
civil purpofes, 1 fhall not difpute: but I 
cannot fuppofe that the matrimonial-{ervice 
in our church, or any other, can make 
the parties more one Πρ in the fight of 
Gop, fuppofing them to have been united, 
than the durial-fervice can make the corpte 

C9 over 
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over which it is red more dead than it 
“was before. | 

‘Suppofing they have not been 60 
they are not ove 0/2 in the fight of Gon, 
by any virtue in the words of the fervice, 
any more than a piece of wafer becomes fle/h 
and blood by a Popifh prieft’s confecration. 
It is not wan, but Gop, which makes the 
twain one fiefo; neither is it man’s ordi- 
nance, but Gop’s infiitution, which brings 
that to pafs. If this be not fo, why, 
notwithftanding the words of the fervice, 
does incapacity, inability, or impotency, 
in either party, render all that has been 
done με and void? See Burn, Eccl. Law, 
vol. il, p. 39. 

By obferving the ou¢ward ordinance, the 
intention of the parties is publickly recog- 
nized, and they are pronounced man and 
wife in the fight of the world; but they 
are not fo in Gon’s fight, unlefs by anti- 
cipation, as it were, with re{pe& to the 
mutual promifes made to each other, which 
the facred feriptures call detrothing or e/= 
poujing ; but the contract is then, and only 
then, complete in the fight of Gop, when 
the only ordinance which He has appoint- 
ed has paffed between them; and there- 
fore it is very properly ftyled—+rhe confum~ 
wiation. 

As to the perfon celebrating the mar- 
riage—the place where—the manner how; 

jt 
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it is véry certain, that thefe things are 
wholly of human invention, and therefore 
not only various in different parts of the 
world, but alfo in the fame country. We 
have amongit us Yews, Papifis, Quakers ג‎ 
all thefe obferve an outward form or cere- 
mony different from each other. As for 
the church of England, we have differed 
from ourfelves; for the fame ceremony 
which would have conftituted a Jega/ mar- 
riage before the 26th of the late King 
George II. will not do it now, unlefs cer- 
tain circumftances, introduced and infifted 
upon by act of parliament, be obferved. 

But the al/-wife Legiflator of the univerfe. 
hath not left His divine inftitutions on fo 
vague, fo precarious, fo uncertain a foot 
ing. But fee, laid He to Mofes, that thou 
make all things according to the pattern fhewn 
thee in the mount. Heb. vil. 5. We find 
every particular, down to the very pins in 
the tabernacle, every rite and ceremony, 
even to the minuteft circumftance, exactly 
delineated and revealed. But we find ne 
marriage-fervice, or religious ceremony of an 
* gutward kind, fo much 3898 1 


* As for the manner of celebrating marriage, Mo/es 
has left no direétion about it. We do not find it ac- 
companied with any religious ceremony, fuch as going 
to the Tabernacle or Temple, offering facrifices, or 
even that it was performed by or before a pric. See 


Ant. Univ. ΗΠ, vol. iil. p. 145. 
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The bufinefs of marriage was left as at firft 
ordained, to the one fimple aé of union. 
A conclufive proof this, that nothing elfe 
is of divine inititution ; confequently, that 
nothing elfe is effential to conftitute a 
marriage in the fight of Gop, but that 
Epis ah.) | 

Should the Reader retain the leaft donbt 
of the truth of what has been faid, or be 
under any difficulty in underftanding what 
is meant by thofe words—They /hall be one 
οί, we may refer to a very clear explana- 
tion of the matter, not only by reviewing 
St. Paul’s words, 1 Cor. vi. 15, 16. but 
alfo by confidering more minutely what is 
meant by thofe paflages mentioned 26- 
fore, from the law of Mo/es; but as the 
fexts are not cited at length, I will here: 
fet them down as they ftand in the places 
referred to. | : 

Exod, .אא‎ 17. 

If aman entice a maid that ts not be- 
trothed, and he with ber, he fhall furely en- 
dow her to be his wife, If ber father utterly 
refufe to give ber unto him, he fhall pay money 
according to the dowry of virgius. 

By this paflage, as from many others in 
the facred fcriptures, it appears, that fa- 
thers, during the minority of their daugh- 
ters, as in every other inftance (fee Numb, 
XXX. 3, 4, 5.) fo in the bufinefs of con- 
tracting marriage, had a negative in their 

own 
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own power: therefore if a woman being in 
ber father's houfe in her youth, 1. e. being 
under age, as we term it, betrothed or ef- 
poufed herfelf to a man, the former by * 
verba de futuro, the latter by verba de pre- 
Jenti, as the civilians {peak ; both which 
were held fo facred, that defiling either a 
betrothed or efpoufed woman was a fpecies 
of adultery, and to be punifhed with death: 
—yet if the father withheld his confent, 
neither the betrothing nor e/poufals, nor any 
contract arifing from them, could be car- 
ried into execution. But in the paflage 
before us, matters were gone too far to be 
recalled. The man had not only enticed 
the maid, but had actually ain with her ; 
and therefore Gop commands that Le fhal] 
‘SURELY endow her לו לאשת‎ /2/ in uxorem. 
Mont. for his wife. For now the primary 
inftitution took place, ¢hey /hall be one Με; 
and what Gop had joined together (by pro- 
nouncing them one flefh) man could not 
put afunder. Therefore the 17th verfe doth 
not fay—‘‘ If the father utterly refufe to 


* Spoufals de futuro are a mutual promife, or co- 
venant of marriage, to be had afterwards; as when 
the man faith to the woman—* I will take thee to 
** my wife ;” and fhe then anfwereth, * 1 yl] take 
>> thee to my hufband.”—Efponfals de prefenti are a 
mutual promife or contraét of prefent matrimony ; as 
when the man doth fay to the woman—* T 0 take 
> thee to my wife,’’—and fhe then anfwereth—** 1 do 
** take thee to my hufband,” 2 Burn 16 


give 
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&ive her unto him, fach marriage fhall be 
aull and void; but—* though the father 
utterly refufe to give ber unto him, he fhall 
pay money according to the dowry of virgins. 
Which is but explanatory of what goes 
before, he /hall furely endow her to be his 
wife, by paying מהר‎ the dower, into the 
hands of the father after the marriage, as 
he ought to have done, and was ufually 
done, éefore-hand. “719 is fuppofed to be 
a dowry or portion which the hufband paid 
into the hands of the bride, or her father, 
as a kind of purchafe of her perfon. This 
28, to this day, the practice of feveral 
Ὑ eaftern nations ; and this was not to be 

₪ with- 


* So ON is often rendered, as in Fudg. xiii. 16. 
Ifa. x. 22. Lam. ili. 32. & al. freq.; and fo it ought 
to be underftood here, in order to make this verfe 
confiftent with the preceding, where it is faid— 
TMIWW, מהר‎ endowing he fhall endow her, &c. as 
well as to avoid the very great difficulty of fuppofing 
that fuch an ation as enticing the maid, lying with her, 
and then leaving her on the father’s refufal, was of 
no higher confequence than paying a fma/ll fum of 
money; for the ὩΌΣ, or fiver paid, amounted to 
very little, and rather feems to be payable as an δο- 
knowledgment of the contract, than any thing elfe. 
See Nold. Heb. Part. ON, N° 13. tranflated by guam- 
vis—although :—where the reader will find many au- 
thorities. 

+ See Parkhurft’s Heb. Lex. fub voc “7D. 

Tacitus L. de Mor. Germ. mentions fuch a cuf- 
tom among the Germans. Dotem non uxor marito, 
fed uxori maritus offert, interfunt parentes & pro- 
pinqui, ac munera probant: In hec munera uxor 

accipitur, 
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withheld becaufe the hufband had married 
the woman either without or againft the 
father’s confent. In fhort, the man was 
not to take advantage of his own wrong. 
But, אם‎ though the father refufed or not, 
the dowry mutt be paid according to law. 
Having feen what was to be done where 
aman enticed a maid, and took actual pol- 
feflion of her, againft the father’s con/ent ; 
let us next fee what was to be done when 
ἃ man took a maid, without even the fa- 
ther’s 4nowledge; not by a feduction or 
enticement, but on a fudden and unex- 
pected interview, by meeting her without 
any previous intent. 
Deut. xxii. 28, 29. 
Tf aman find a damfel that 1s a virgin, 
which 7s not betrothed, and lay hold * on her 
and 


accipitur, hoc maximum vinculum, hec arcana facra, 
hoc conjugales Deos arbitrantur. ‘‘ The wife doth 
© not bring a dower to the hufband, but the hufband 
>> to the wife; the parents and relations are prefent, 
*> and approve the gifts. On thefe gifts the wife 
‘ is accepted ; this is the chiefeit bond: thefe are 
> facred myfteries, with which they think the Gods 
>> are married.’’ This was called among the Romans | 
—coémptio nuptialis, and was reciprocal, as well on the 
woman’s fide as onthe man’s. To this Virg. Georg. I. 
1. 21. feems to allude : 


‘Teque fibi generum Tethys emat omnibus undis. 


* The word ותפשה‎ feems here to be rightly ren- 
dered by lay hald on her—Prendra F¥r.—take her.—The 
Fewifh doctors conftrue this into that fort of uzelence 
meted and 
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and lie with ber, and they be found; the man 
that lay with her fhall give unto the damfel’s 


father fifty fhekels of filver, and fhe fhall be 


his wife; BECAUSE HE HATH HUMBLED 
HER, he may not put her away all bis days. - 
The word /hekels isnot in the original, 

but inferted by our tranflators ; : in the paf- 
fage of Exod. xxii. 17. there is the fame 
word בסף‎ fiver, or filuer-money ; there it is 
faid in general, according to the dowry of vir- 
gins. Here it is faid חמשים כפף‎ Quingua- 
ginta argenteos, fifty pieces of, Jilver-money. By 


and confiraint, which we call arape. But this is fpoken 
of at ver. 25, where the word חזק‎ is ufed; which is a 
much ftronger expreffion than תפש‎ to bap, or lay hold 
οι; and fo our tranflators have (ver. 25.) obferved, 
in their tranflating והחזיק‎ by—force her. That this 
is the true idea of the word, may be feen by com- 
paring 2 Sam. xiii. 110 14. when Amnon commits a 
rape on Jamar. ‘The word wn does not neceflarily 
fignify violence, which ΠΤ does. Omnis fignificatie 
tft vehementia, fortitudo. Calafi afub voc. ‘This place 
of Deut. xxii. 28. is rather to be underftood of ** de= 
>> filing a maid, that being occafionally laid hold on, 
* did prefently yield, not being folicited before-hand, 
*+ and drawn to it by degrees. But Exod. .א‎ 16. 
*> fpeaks of fuch as did entice a maid, with promife 
*> of marriage, and then defiled her.” Clark. ‘The 
two paflages taken together fhew, that in neither cafe 
fhali the man abandon the virgin he hath taken. We 
muft conclude there is a reafon for ufing different 
words at ver. 25, and ver. 28, in the Hebrew text, 
though the LXX tranflate them both by Bracd usy@- 
— probably תפש‎ is a more general word than pin 
ane includes all taking, whether by force or other 
vile. 
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comparing the two paflages, we may there- 
fore look upon this as the affeflment of the 
ufual dowry of virgins paid to the father. 
It was to be paid in 2/9 cafe as well as the 
former, for in both the father’s confent was 
precluded; but in no cafe was he to be 
defrauded of the מהר‎ or dowry. _This was 
as much to be paid when his daughter 
was taken againfi his confent, as when 
with it, and fo when taken without his 
knowledge and confent, as in this latter 
cafe. But on whatever account the money 
was to be paid, it alters not the point in 

ueftion, for, faith Gop, She fhall be 
hi wife, or woman—Fr. Elle lui sera pour 
femme — BECAUSE HE HATH HUMBLED 
HER, he may not put ber away all bis days. 
This is clearly explanatory of the original 
inftitution — they fal be one flefh, and 
what God bath joined together (by pronounc- 
ing then one: fief) let not man (either the 
parties themfelves, or any human power 
whatfoever) put afunder. 

I fhould rather chufe to let the {cripture 
anfwer for itfelf, than appeal to human 
authority for its explanation. I will only 
here juft obferve, that I am by no means 
fingular in my views of thefe things. Our 
ecclefiaftical courts have proceeded on this 
principle; have called this perfonal inter- 
courfe, previous to any outward ceremony, 
a marriage de fatto, and have compelled 

the 
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the parties to a public -recognition of it 
im facie ecclefa, in the face of the church. See 
Blackfione's Comment. 01. 1. 435, 439 :-- 
and in Burn’s Ecc. Law, Tit. Marriage, 
there is this remarkable paffage, * Nor 
>> was he or fhe to be difmiffed or abfolved, 
«< if thofe fpoufals. de futuro, by reafon of 
* carnat knowledge, or {ome other aé equi- 
>> valent, did become matrimony.” By this 
it does appear, that, in the judgment of 
our canon law, 1] a man had promifed a 
woman to marry her at a future time, and 
in the mean-time /ay with her, or ufed the 
Sreedoms of an hufoand with her, fuch pro- 
mife did, by fuch acts, become matrimony. 

So facred have our cancnifts efteemed this 
act, that where one of the parties have for- 
faken the other, and married another than 
the perfon to whom’ they have been zhus 
joined, the ecclefiaftical courts have pro- 
nounced fentence of divorce, with regard 
to the /écond marriage, caufa precontractis, 
by reafon of precontraé. With what au- 
thority will appear by-and-by. 

In Bacon’s Abr. vol. it. p. 574, we 
find the following cafe: —A. contracts him- 
felf with B. and after marries C. Β. fues 
A. on this contra¢t in the {piritual .court. 
There fentence is given that A. fhall marry 
and cohabit with B. which he does accord- 
ingly. They are baron and feme, without 
any divorce between A. and ὦ; for the 
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marriage of A, and C. was ἃ mere τρίς 
hity *. | 0 | | 
“That I am not fingular עגת תג‎ opinion, 
refpecting the one divine ordinance of 
marriage, Will alfo, appear from the 16- 
‘markable ftatute of Henry 111 ; which, as 

it is very fhort, I will tran{fcribe. 8 
>> To the king’s writ of baftardy, whe- 
>> ther one born Jdefore matrimony may 
>> inherit in like manner as he that is born 
*> after matrimony : all the d:/hops anfwer- 
> ed, that they would not nor could not © 
** anfwer to it, becaufe it was againft the 
“© common order of the church. And δ 
*< the difhops inftanted the /ords, that they 
>> would confent, that all fuch as were 
>> born + defore matrimony, as to the fuc- 
| 5 ceffion. 


* The law fince 26 Geo. Il. c. 42. is quite the 

reverfe, the precontrad between A. and B.'would be a 
nullity, and the marriage between A. and C. valid. 
Such are the liberties which mortals have prefumed to 
take with the ordinance of Heaven. But this cannot 
alter either the thing itfelf, or Gon’s views of it. 
+ °° Conflantine, to difcourage concubinage, and to 
encourage matrimony in perfons who lived together in 
that way, ordered, that 11 2 man married his concy- 
*> bine, the children which he had by her before mar- 
© riage, fhould become legitimate. But the church 
** meddled not with thefe diftinctions of the civil 
laws, but regarding only the law of nature, ap- 
proved every conjunction of one man with a woman, 
if it was with one woman and perpetual ; and the 
more fo, becaufe the holy fcriptures employ the 
name of wife or of concwbine indifferently. 
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““ ceffion of inheritance, fhould be legitis 
““ mate, as well as they 116 26 born 
** within matrimony, for fo much as the 
*> church accepteth 600: To BE LEGITI- 
““ΜΑΤΕ. And all the ear and barons 
** anfwered with one voice — that they 
*> would not change the laws of the realm, 
** which hitherto have been ufed and ap- 
‘€§proved.”” — ΕὙΘ ΠΟ 

Here was a {trong pufh made, that the 


>> ‘The firft council of Toledo, A. D. 400, hath this 
** canon, He who with a believing wife hath 4 concu- 
.*> bine, is excommunicated: butif his concubine is in 
*> the 0626 of a wife, and he adheres to her alone, 
“© whether fhe be called wife or concubine, he is not 
>* tobe rejected from communion.” See Jortin Rem. 
Ve il. p. 294, 295; who adds—‘‘ This canon fhews 
** that there were concubines approved by the church.” 

I would here add, that Au/tin, De fide & oper. 
c. 19. fays—** If a concubine fhould profefs to know 
** no other man, although fhe fhould be difmiffed 
5% from him to.whom fhe is fubjected, it may well be | 
>> doubted whether fhe ought ‘not to be admitted to 
> receive baptifm.” So that it appears very plainly 
there was a time, when the conjunction of the «mam 
and woman did not depend, for its validity and law- 
fulnefs, upon human ceremonies and inventions. 

In how many matters, as well as in many of the above 
circumftances, hath the church (as it is called) changed 
it’s notions of things! I have often thought, that if 
Methufaleh had begun his long life with the era of 
the Chriftian church, and had lived his g69 years in 
the Chriftian world, his life muft have been a very 
miferable one, unlefs, like the vicar of Bray of famous 
verfatile memory, he could have changed with the 
times, and have held at leaft as many different opi~ 
nions as he was years old, 
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ordinance of Gop fhould be in fome mea- 
fure recognized, as to its feripttiral import 
and validity, in our municipal laws; but 
human wifdom forbad it! | 

In antient Rome, there were three kinds 
of marriage, diftinguifhed from each other 
by the names of conferration, coémption, 
and u/e—the laft of thefe came very near 
to the fimplicity of the divine inftitution. 
It was, when the accidental living toge- 
ther of a man and woman had been pro- 
ductive of children, and they found it ne- 
ceflary or convenient to continue together ; 
when, if they agreed on the matter be- 
tween themfelves, it became a valid mar- 
riage, and the children were confidered as 
legitimate. 

Something fimilar to this is the prefent 
cuftom of Scotland; where, if a man and 
woman have lived together ’tiil they have 
children, if the man marry the woman, 
even upon his death-bed, all the antinup- 
tial children become legitimated, and inhe- 
rit the honours and eftate of their father. 

The cafe is the fame in Holand; with 
this difference only, that all the children 
to be legitimated muft appear with the 
father and mother in the church, at the 
ceremony of their marriage. See the ΗΠ: 
tory of Women, by ἢ, Al-xander, M.D. 
vol. 11. p. 252, 267. 

Our fyftem in England is very injurious 
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and cruel, as it deftroys one grand induce- 
ment to matrimony, where a man and wo~ 
man have lived together and had children, 
by ftamping baftardy on the iffue without 
remedy. Whence 10 inhuman a plan fhould 
be derived into the common law of. the 
realm, cannot well be devifed; but it 
-muft be fuppofed to have commenced in 
{ome οἵ the darkeft ages of ignorance and 
Barbarifm; for at the latter end of the 
twelfth century, Pope Alexander 111. made 
a conftitution, that ** children born before 
>> the folemnization of matrimony, where 
*> matrimony followed, fhould, to all in- 
tents and purpofes, be as legitimate as 
thofe born after matrimony.” By which 
it fhould feem, that the inftitution of 
Conftantine had been totally laid afide; 
alfo, that the church thought very differ- 
ently of marriage, from what it did in the 
fourth century. See before, p. 31, note. 
_Upon the whole, it may be concluded, 
that fuch laws as are above mentioned, 
would never have been thought of, unlefs 
the propofers and framers of fuch {chemes: 
of poff-legitimation, had been convinced, 
that the conjugal cohabitation of the man 
and woman was a lawful marriage in Gop’s 
account, confeguently the iffue legitimate 
in His fight: therefore they were willing to 
reconcile matters as well as they could, be- 
tween /uman invention.and divine inftttution. 
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Having, I truft, eftablifhed this truth, 


that where a man and a virgin are united 
by the communication of their perfons to each 
other, they become one fle/h in the fight of 
Gop, fo made by his exprefs command, 
infomuch that the man may not put her 
away all his days ; it follows, that they are 
indiffolubly united, beyond the power of 
difunion by any human authority whatfo- 
ever. . 

It is the contempt of this law, this 
primary law of nature, or rather of the 
Gop of nature, eftablifhed from 206 degin- 
ning, and afterwards enforced and explained 
by the pofitive laws above-mentioned, 
which lies at the root of the evils com- 
plained of. For, 7fa man כי איש‎ which is 
the facred {cripture’s way of faying any man, 
every man, Without diftin@ion (for Gop 
‘makes none in the texts we have been 


 confidering, nor in any other) was deemed 


the hujband of the virgin he lay with, and 
was obliged to make a public recognition 
of it, as enjoined by Gop fo to do, with- 
out any liberty to put her away all his days ; 
if the law of the land was as pofitive as to 
this, as the law delivered from Gop to 
Mofes above-cited, we fhould fee a wonder- 
ful change in the manners of the people, 
as well as a ftop put to the daily ruin of 
innocent girls. Would the great and opu- 
lent debauch their tenant’s or labourer’s 
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daughters, or their own fervant-maids, if 
they knew that this put it into the power 
of fuch poor creatures to claim their feducers 
as their hufbands ? Certainly not, ‘at leatt 
not in one inftance of ten thoufand where 
it now happens. Mutt we not fuppofe, 
that the great and merciful Creator, enacted 
His laws for the protection of the weaker 
{ex again{t the frronger, as well as for the 
Prevention of confufion and every evil work, 
which mutt enfue from men and women’s 
coming together and parting ὡς ἄλογα ζῶα 
Φυσικά (as the Apofile fays) like natural brute 
beafts which are without reafn? As there- 
fore a contempt of the laws of heaven, 
is evidently the caufe of the evil, it is as 
evident that nothing but reftoring their 
due re/pect and efficacy can ever cure it. 

_ How great an impediment to matrimony 
doth this alfo prove, amongft the profli- 
gate and licentious part of mankind ? 
(which, as the world goes, I do not fup-~ 
pofe to conftitute a very {mall part of it) 
——for if men can gratify their paffions, and 
indulge their love of variety, without the 
leaft danger of much further trouble than 
it cofts them to feduce a poor unwary girl, 
they will hardly bind themfelves to the 
painful ceconomy of a family-life, or con- 
fine them{felves to the attention and con- 
cern which a family mutt require. 
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In every point of view, the contempt of | 
Gop’s law is very fhocking; but be it re- 
membered, that, though we have no mu- 
nicipal law to enforce its obligation, it 
ought to be binding and obligatory on every 
man’s confcience in the fight of the divine 
faw-giver. 

There is no ffatute which punifhes the 
defilement of our neighbour’s wife, though 
it is a capital offence by Gon’s law, and 
punifhed with the death of doth the parties ; 
yet furely none will fay, that it is the lefs 
criminal before Gop: or, becaufe the fe- 
venth commandment has no human municipal 
law to enforce its rigour, that therefore the 
coniciences of individuals are under lefs 
obligation to obferve it, or have more li- 
berty to tranfgrefs it, than if it had. 

But it fometimes happens, that a man 
having enticed a maid, &c. lives with her 
for a feafon, and then turns her off for 
another, not perhaps without making /ome 
provifion for the frff, and the confcience 
of the man is falved by this piece of gene- 
rofity, as itiscalled. But the law of Gop 
is directly againft fuch a proceeding—He 
fhall suRBLy endow her to be his wife, faith 
the γιο High: and the reafon given for this, 
can never alter nor ceafe, becaufe the 6% 
from which it arifes can never be recalled. 
The law of Gop therefore as much remain 
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in force againft fuch a putting away, as 
againtt theft or murder. 

It is not unufual for women (0 put away, 
to marry other men, nay, fometimes they 
are portioned by the /educer for this very 
purpofe. ‘This fafhionable way of getting 
rid of women, includes in it many crimes. 
Firft, It is a breach of that pofitive law— 
She fhall be his wife; becaufe he hath humbled 
ber, be may not put her away all bis days. 
Secondly, It is therefore a {pecies of un- 
lawful, forbidden divorce. It is, thirdly, 
adultery in the woman /2 put away to marry 
another. And, fourthly, He that marrieth 
ber that 1s put away committeth adultery. 

We never allow any thing to be adultery 
except the outward ceremony 138 
but Gop’s pofitive commands are not fub- 
ject to the controul of Auman invention. It 
would be a folecifm in philofophy, to talk 
of fetting the /un to the dia/, and not the 
dial to the fun; it is as great a one in di- 
vinity, to argue, that the law of Gop is to 
be accommodated to the law of man, and 
not the law of man to the law of Gop. 

Let us fuppofe for a moment, that, as 
it is faid to have been the cafe amongft 
the Spartans, theft was not to be looked 
upon in a fcandalous point of view, but 
rather allowable and commendable, if 
done fo dextroufly, as that the perfons 
yeere not detected in the fact; Would this 
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Shake the authority of the eighth command- 
ment, or be pleadable before Gop asa jul- 
tification of the thief? Confider the work 
of Gon, that which 1s crooked cannot be made 
frrait, and who can make that ftrait which 
he hath made crooked? Eccl.1. 15. vil. 13. 

From what has been faid, 1 think it 
may be fairly concluded : | 

I. 

That marriage is a divine inftitution, 
and, as fuch, to be abided by as revealed 
to us by its holy and bleffed author. 

2 


That thofe who look upon it merely as 
a civil contract, and therefore fubject to the 
alteration and controul of men, have dif- 
ferent views of it from thofe given us in 
the facred fcriptures. | | 

That a woman’s perfon cannot be fepa- 
rated from her ἰῇ; wherever fhe beftows 
the one, the other is beftowed alfo. 


4. 

That when fhe delivers her perjon, and 
confequently her /e/f, into the pofieflion of 
a man, the is (if not betrothed to another) 
by that act, infeparably united to him, fo 
indiffolubly joined, that fhe cannot leave 
him, nor may he put her away all his days. 


ἐν 
That if thefe truths were received, as 
they are indeed the truths of Gop, mil- 
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lions of women (efpecially of the lower 
fort) would be faved from ruin; for, being 
protected, received, and provided for as 
Gon’s law enjoins, as the wives of thofe 
men who firft enticed them, they could 
not be turned out upon the wide world, 
with the lofs of reputation, friends, and 
confequently all power of helping them- 
felves, but by ways too dreadful to think 
of ! 

Before I conclude this point, I mutt 
defire not to be miufunderftood, as. if I 
meant to undervalue or defpife Auman ordi- 
nances; they have excellent ufe, and, in this 
mixed ftate of things, are neceflary to 
maintain that order and decency, which 
are fo neceflary for the regulation of the 
outward actions of men. I would rather 
infer their ufe and neceflity, than doubt 
of either. When I fay that the marriage- 
frrvue of the church, doth not conftitute a 
marriage in the fight of Gop, I fay true; be- 
caufe by finding no fuch /ervice in the 70/6 
and that marriages were had and folem- 
nized without it, I therefore conclude shat 
cannot be zt which conftitutes a marriage 
in the fight of Gop; for, if fo, we ὍΣ 
fuppote that people ΩΝ the invention of 
fuch fervice, were not married at all, but 
lived in fx; whieh is abfurd and impofiible. 
That [ome fervice, or ceremony, is ex pedi- 
ent, for many good and laudable purpofes, 
mult 
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muft be allowed—as, for the public recog- 
nition of the mutual engagement of the 
parties to each other—to ratify their union 
as to inheritances, and many other laudable 
ends of cvi/ fociety; and as none can live 
together as man and wife, without offence, 
unlefs they * fubmit to the ordinance of man, 
it ought, where it poffibly can, fo be fub-. 
mitted to for the Lord's fake. τ Peter i. 13. 
But it is a great abu/é of fuch things, to 
put them in the place of the inftitution of 
Gop; fo that 2 is of no force or validity 
in Gon’s fight without the other. Hence 
it is, that, men thinking they are not 
married, unlefs by a prief# in a church, take 
advantage of their own villainy, and thus 
feduce women, and put them away at their 
pleafure ; whereas Gop’s law binds them 


* This golden rule of 1 Peter ii. 12. appears by the 
context, to relate to that obedience which we owe to 
the c7vi/ powers. But then the laws of civil govern- 
ment muft not be inconfiftent with, or repugnant to, 
the law of Gop, for if they be, we muft not fubmit 
to them, but rather /uffer than obey. When Nedbu- 
chadnezzer fet up his golden image, the three children 
of Lfrael would not obey the king’s decree to worfhip 
it; they chofe rather to endure the frery furnace. 
Dan. iii. 17, 18. So Daniel vi. 10. And as it is 
with civil, fo is it with ecclefiaftical ordinances of men ; 
thefe muft be confonant with,Gon’s word, otherwife 
we muft act as the apoffles did, “ες iv. 19. Men may 
make laws for the public recognition of a marriage 
- ῷ 
in the fight of the world; but to ordain in what mar- 
riage thal] confift in the fight of Gon, is out of their 
jurifdiction, and depends folely on the appointment 
of Gop’s own law. 
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in the ]יק‎ inflance, and declares the bond © 
maiffoluble. So that, as to the purpofes of 
the divine inftitution, if athoufand priefts 
were to read a thoufand /ervices over the 
parties, thefe cannot add to, nor diminifh 
from their union before Gop, which, as 
in His fight, is created by the Almighty 
fiat — they fhall be one flefo. This furely 
muift be as evident, from the whole tenor 
of the facred fcripture, as that the pouring 
water on a perfon, or dipping him in water, 
in the name of the Bk/fed Trinity, is the 
complete divine ordinance of Jdapti/m, 
though no aé is done, or word faid, be- 
fides. 7 | 

There are no where in the Hebrew of 
the Old Teftament, or Greek of the New 
Teftament, any {pecific names for married 
perfons, fuch as the Englifh words bufband 
and wife—but איש‎ and אשה‎ wan and woman 
—So Avyp and yuvy, which alfo fignify per- 
fons of the male or female {ex in general ; 
but when coupled with pronouns poffef- 
five, as אישה‎ Fer man—iNwWwS bis woman. 
Ὁ ‘avyp cou thy man—y γυνὴ 50078 bis woman, 
they then denote the marriage-relation : 
but Jow that relation is entered into, fo as 
to become indiffoluble on both fides, hath 
already been fhewn; to which we may add 
fome obfervations on the word בעל‎ which 
we tranflate Lu/band, married. See Gen. XX. 3. 
בעלה בעל‎ maritata marito. Mont.; lite- 
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‘rally, according to our idiom, married to 
an bufoand. Ua. וארצך תבעל. .4 .גא‎ ₪ 
terra tua erit maritata. Mont.; and thy 
land fhall be married. Now בעל‎ fignifies 
to have, or take poffelfion, or authority over, 
as a participal noun ‘O’syvav, he qwho hath. 
Hence it 1101108 to marry, to take poffeffion 
of a woman, to haverber, as we fay. See 
Deut. xxiv. 1. xxi. 13. In Nips, to be mar- 
ried, taken poffeffion of as a wife. Ifa. \xii. 4. 
with liv. 1. See Parkhurft's Heb, Lex. בעל‎ . 
So Calafio. ** Significat domininm, magif- 
>> terlum, dominatus eft, habuit, pofledit 
ut dominus, maritus fuit, rem habuit 
cum muliere.” “ It 1201068 dominion, 
the place or office of a * mafter or go- 
““vernor.” “ As a verb, he governed, 
““ had, poffeffed as a lord or mafter, he was 
>> married, or, fad to do with 0 woman.” 
By all which, taken together, it appears 
that this /of circumftance is that which 
brings her into the poffeffion, and reduces 
her under the dominion of the man, accord- 
ing to that of Gen. iii. 16. latter part. 
See Deut. xxii. 29. where it is exprefied 
by may Compreffit eam. Mont.; He hath hum 
bled her. Englith tranflation. Surely this 
affords an additional and conclufive proof, 


that a man’s taking poffeffion of a woman in the 
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* Our Englith word hu/band hath this idea, accord~ 
ing to “fobnfon—** Hofsband, mafter, Danith ;. from 
55 houfe and bonda, Runic, a matter.” See DiG. 
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fenfe above-mentioned, is in the language* 
of facred {cripture marrying her, or making 
her אשתו‎ 2 woman. 

I fhould now proceed to confider mar- 
riage, Of matrimony as it is called, in 
another point of view, namely under czvz/ 
confiderations, and, as fuch, an object of 
human laws: but before this can be done 
in a proper manner, fome incidental points 
muft be fully underftood and difcuffed. 
Therefore the fubje&t of matrimony, as a 
civil contract controulable by Suman legif- 
lature, mutt be deferred for a feafon. 


* This appears alfo from Deut. xxiv. 1. where the 

word בעל‎ is evidently ufed in this fenfe— 
כי יקח איש אשה ובעלה‎ 
ea cum 0010701 SF feminam vir ceperit fi. 
Pagninus. Mont. Marg. 

Here the taking the woman, and lying with her, moft 
clearly appears to make her the man’s wife, as the reft 
of the verfe and the three following demonftrabi 
fhew. | 
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Of WuoREDOM and FORNICATIONe 


HEN Gop, the CREaToR and 

Lorp of all, was pleafed to ordain 
and eftablifh the means by which His 
creatures were to zucreafe and multiply, and 
replenifh the earth, in which primary com- 
mand His rea/onable creatures were equally 
interefted with the brute part of the crea- 
tion, and in fome refpects, if we confider 
this world as conneéted with another, -ת1‎ ' 
finitely more, and therefore the command 
was particularly addreffed to them, Gen. 
1. 28.—it could not be but that the σέζ, 
whereby mankind was to be propagated, 
mutt be totally zznocent in itfelf: otherwife 
it could not have been confiftent with the 
{tate * of znnocence in which man was when, 


marriage 


* We are told, Gen. i. 31. that Gop faw every 
thing that He had made, and behold it was מאר‎ IND 
very good. We cannot, confiftently with this ac- 
count of things, doubt that every endowment of the 
human nature, whether of body or mind, came under 
this defcription; confequently, that thofe ἀρ γε: 
which were neceflary to lead man to the propagation 
and continuance of his fpecies, were without any 
evil whatfoever. We cannot fufficiently abhor the 
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marriage was firft ordained. But that this 
acz?, innocent in itfelf as any other func- 
tion of the body, might.be kept within 
due bounds of order and decency, and all 
confufion and diforder avoided ; Gop en- 
acted certain pofitrve laws for this very pur- 
pofe, to confine within fuch bounds as 
106161 good to Himfelf to limit, that 
natural, but violent paflion, which, for the 
great purpofe of propagating the suman 
Jpectes, was made an m/feparable adjun& to 
the suman frame. 


folly and blafphemy of Yerome and fome others, who 
fay, that ** ddam’s defire to know his wife was the 
“ἈΠῈ fin which made Gop repent that He had made 
“ὁ man, and was the occafion of turning him out of 
*> Paradife.’ Coitts premium mors—fays Ferome 
contr. Fovinian. 

No inconfiderable difficulty awaited this fcheme, 
which arofe from the queftion—‘‘ How then was the 
>> world to be peopled, if not by natural generation ?’’ 

But this was eafily folved, by imagining that ** the 
*> earth would have been fupplied with men, as the 
>> heavens are with angels, by the immediate creative 
*> power of Gop, without the interference of any 
>> gencration whatfoever.” 

When fuch monftrous opinions can have been 
maintained by thofe who, in their day, were looked 
upon as fathers of the church, let it warn thee, Read- 
er, againft fearching for truth any where but in 
the blefled word of Gop; dread as much to leave it 
for an inftant, as a blind man would dread to walk 
amidft pits and precipices without a guide, or a ma- 
riner to fail amongft rocks and fhoals without a pilot. 
Remember what the Pfalmift fays, Pf cxix. 105. Thy 
word is alamp unto my feet, and a light unto my path. 


Thofe 
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Thofe who imagine that this appetite is 
in itfelf finfu/, either in the defire or adt, 
charge GoD foolifbly, as if He could ordain 
the increafe and multiplication of mankind 
by an ad finful in itfelf: an abfurdity little 
short of bla/phemy ! Sin, we are told, on the 
moft infallible authority, zs t4e tran/gref- 
fion of the law, 1 John iu. 4 ;—and where no 
Jaw is, there ts no tranfzrefion, Rom. iv. 15: 
when therefore this act is done agreeably 
to Gop’s will, it is like all ather- acts fo 
done, good and not evil. In order to make 
it evi, it muft be done againft fome pre- 
cept of Gop’s law, otherwife it is as in- 
nocent as fatisfying our bunger with eating, 
or our 22001 with drinking. Thefe may 
become finfui by their abufe or exce/s; fo 
may the other; but in 7/e/f, and in its 
lawful αἴξ, it is as perfectly zanocent as the 
two former. | 

We have 00167060 before, that where a 
man and woman become perfonally united 
to each other, they are one flefh, and are 
forbidden to put each other away. This‘is 
the ordinance of marriage, and the only 
one which is revealed in the facred fcrip- 
tures; therefore we may call it the ovly 
one which Gop ever ordained. | 

But when men ‘corrupted their ways upon 
the earth, Gen. vi. 12. this ordinance of 
marriage, fanctified by Gon’s db/efing, Gen. 
i, 28. and ratified by His own expre/s com= 
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mand, Gen. li. 24. was, as every other 
divine ,inftitution, corrupted, perverted, | 
and abufed; and men, to fatisfy their de- 
fires at as cheap a rate as poflible, without 
the incumbrance of a wife and family, or 
confining themfelves to the fober duties of 
maintaining, taking care of, or providing 
for their houfeholds, chofe to have inter- 
courfe and commerce with women, | like 
brute beafts, for the fake of mere appetite, 
and then to leave the women for the fer- 
vice of the next comer. Something οὔ 
this fort may not improbably be the mean- 
ing of Gen. vi. 2. where it is faid, that 
they took them בשים‎ women of all which they 
chofe. For though this word, in certain 
connexions,. denotes what we call τοῦθ: 
(as Deut. xxi. 15.) yet it fignifies prima- 
rily the female fex, or women im general. 
Such trafic was offenfive to Gop, an abufe 
of His ordinance, (fee 1 Cor. vi. 15, 16.) 
and-tending to deftroy the marriage-obliga- 
tion, not only by rendering the bond which 
was created by it ineffectual, but by in- 
ducing mankind to defpife it, and {et it at 
nought. All genealogies muft be confounded, 
inheritances obf{cured, and relationfhip itfelf 
deftroyed ; for who could afcertain thefe 
things, fo neceflary to the exiftence of all 
civil fociety, in the commerce with 4ar- 
lots? Confufion, and every evil work, mult 
enfue; and therefore the all-wife Governor 
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of the univerfe forbad whoredom and forni= 
cation on pain of death temporal and eternal. 
566 1 Tim: 1. 8, g, 10. 

The Hebrew word Mt is particularly 
appropriated to this offence in the Old 
Teftament, as πορνειά is in the New Tef- 
tament ; and we fhall never find it men- 
tioned but with the divine 2007700006. We 
have no law to enforce the punifhment 
which Gop annexed to it, or to treat an. 
harlot or whore as a capital offender; but 
it is neverthelefs offenfive to Gop, and 
will now, as ever, meet with marks of 
His difpleafure. Know ye not, faith Pau/, 
1 Cor. vi. 9. that the unrighteous fhall not 
inherit the kingdom of Gov? Be not de- 
ceived, neither fornicators, nor 1dolaters, nor 
adulterers, —&c.— fhall inherit the kingdom 
of Gov. | | 

So odious is whoredom in Gon’s fight, 
that it is not only faid to defile the parties 
who are guilty of it, but the very /and 
itfelf was faid to be defiled thereby. Jer. 
ili. 9. Though this text may perhaps 
primarily relate to zdolatry, which is /pirz- 
tual whoredom, yet it ferves to fhew the 
malignant nature of whoredom; otherwife 
this would not be made ufe of, as adultery 
is in the fame verfe, in a figurative fenfe, 
to denote the other. 

Gop expreffly commanded, that there 
fhould not be a whore of the daughters of 
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Yrael, Deut. xxiii. 17. and ordained, that 
2. woman playing the whore, if the daughter 
of a common perfon, fhould 26 foned to 
death, Deut. xxii. 21; but if the daughter 
of a prieft, the was to be burned with fire; 
Lev. xxi. 9. I mention thefe things as 
proofs of the finfulnefs of an aé, innocent 
in ifelf, when committed againft a divine 
potitive law. No human power or cuftom 
can alleviate its guilt, or make it lefs of- 
fenfive to Gop than His word has made it : 
the perfon’s confcience that thinks other- 
wife is fadly deceived. 
Though what has been already faid may 
ferve as a definition of this offence, yet,. 
to fave the Reader the trouble of looking 
back, as well as to be ftill more explicit 
upon the fubject, I would define מנה‎ or 
whoredom, to be ** ἃ woman’s giving her 
*> perfon to a man, without any intent of 
marriage, but. either for the mere gra~ 
tification ef ἀμ, or for gain or hire, and 
departing from that man to others for 
the fame purpofes.” This is being what 
the Hebrew {criptures call זונה‎ an har- 
lot or whore. See Gen. xxxviii. 15, 16. 
We alfo find, that if a wirgim gave her 
perfon to one man, and afterwards went to 
another, though for the purpofe of mar- 
riage with the /écond, the thereby ftamped 
whoredom on fuch an action, and was to be 
froned to death, Deut. xxii. 21. 
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As whoredom is generally ufed in our 
tranflation, as denoted by the word ΠΤ, 
and feems rather appropriated to fignify 
the qwoman’s fhare in the offence; fo the 
term * fornication, which 1s exprefled by 
the fame word in the original, feems to 
be the name given to the offence which 
the man commits in fuch το commerce. 
Though this obfervation may not hold in 
all cafes, yet it is the beft reafon which 
occurs to me, for our ufing diferent words, 
to denote an offence of the fame kind. 

I readily confefs, that the revival of 
Gop’s antient laws againft whoredom, a- 
mongft us, would be very dreadful, and 
indeed unjuft, unlefs the whole confiftent 
{cheme which Gop has laid down was a// 
to be revived together. The women, un- 
der Gop’s law, could force their feducers 
to take them as their wives; or rather 


* Our Englith word fornication, 15 derived from 
the Latin fornix; which literally fignifies an arch or 
vault in houfes—and by a metonymy—a brothel-houfe, 
becaufe thefe were in vaults under-ground. Ainfworth. 
Hor. Epift. 14. 1. 21, 22. fays to his /Peward— 

——— Fornix tibi, ὃς uneta popina; 
Incutiunt urbis defiderium, video. 
>> For well I know, a tavern’s greafy fteam, 
>> And a vile few, with joy your heart inflame.”’ 
FRANCIS. 

Hence the haunters of thofe places were called for- 

nicators. See Fohnfon’s Di&t. Hor. Sat, lib. i. Sat. 2. 
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were deemed fo aciually married, as not 
to be put away. A woman had but to fum- 
mons her /educer before the judges, to prove 
the fact againft him, and their fentence, 
which muft have been according to the 
law, mu{t have been obeyed on pain of 
death, Deut. נטא‎ 12. Unlefs this were 
(as it ought to be) the cafe amongft us, it. 
would be oppreffive, unjuft, and cruel to 
the laft degree, to punifh women with 
death, for being, by the treachery and 
villainy of men, forced into a way of life 
(however abhorrent in itfelf, or culpable) 
_which is the natural, and,.in moft in- 
{tances, the inevitable confequence of their. 
being deferted by thofe who ought to have 
protected them, but againft whom they 
have no remedy, or means to make them 
act the juft and honourable part. | 

Under this head of forbidden lewdnefs, 
I would mention the practice of taking an 
harlot to keep for a time, and then, when 
pleafure or conveniency prompts, difmiffing 
her. This is ufually called keeping a mif- 
tre/s ; but as there is no intention of mar- 
riage, and this is only done for the mere 
gratification of /u/f, it is not only a very 
evil example to others, and a defiance of 
the laws and good order of fociety, but 
doubtlefs comes under the condemnation, as 
it muft be ranked under the defcription, of 
fornication and whoredem. 

This 


. 
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This was not the fituation of the פילגשים‎ 
or * concubines amongft the ews; thefe 
feem to have been looked upon as wives, 
though, in fome refpects, of an inferior 
rank. They were fo far confidered as 
wives, that the man who took them had 
fuch a propriety in them, as to make it a 
very great offence, if not adultery itfelf, to 
violate them; as appears in the cafe of 
“facob’s concubine Bi/bah. Reuben, the eld- 
eft fon of acob, had lain with her; and 
‘facob, Gen, xlix. 4. calls it “ going up to 
© his bed and defiling it.” 

' Though the children of the concubine 
did not inherit as the children of the wife 
in moft cafes, yet in one very remarkable 
one we find they did, and that by the dif- 
pofal of Gop Himfelf. Leah and Rachel 


* Dr. Fohnfon, in his Di&ionary, makes ἃ concu- 
bine fignify—‘* a woman kept in fornication, a whore, 
** a ftrumpet:” but no fuch meaning of the word 
פילגש‎ is to be found in the facred fcriptures. It is 
greatly owing to fuch interpretations of words which 
are ufed in our tranflation, that we are led to have 
very falfe conceptions, not only of words, but of 
whole paflages, in the facred volume. 

So the word adultery—inftead of keeping to the 
unvaried ufe of the Hebrew נאף‎ -we make it fignify 
every thing which our ideas have annexed to the 
Englifh term adultery. At this rate,’ the truth of 
{cripture can never be fixed, but muft’ alter with 
the languages into which it may happen to be tranf- 
lated, or with the ideas which change of times, or 
opinions, may afhx to certain words in thofe lan- 
guages. 
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are called the wives of facob; Bilbab and 
Zilpah were his concubines (as may appear 
from Gen. xxxv. 22.); yet the children 
of thefe inherited the land of Canaan equal- 
ly with the children of the former. 

I confefs myfelf not mafter enough of 
the fubject to define exactly the differenee 
between אשה‎ a wee, and פילגש‎ ἃ concu- 
bine, in all refpects; neither have I been 
fortunate enough to meet with fo precife 
a definition in any author, as to warrant 


a * determination of the queftion. This 
is 


+ The authors of the Univ. Hift. (vol. iii. p. 1.41.) 
eall the pw) wives of the βγῇ rank, and the פילנשים‎ 
wives of the fecond rank; ** which laft, fay they, 
>> though moft verfions render by the word concubines, 
> harlots, and proftitutes, yet in none of thofe places 
τς of fcripture where the word is ufed, which are 
*> about thirty-fix in number, is any fuch finifter 
> fenfe implied.” However, they ftate a two-fold 
difference between thee and the wives of the firft rank. 
>> Firft—that the etter were taken ~ith the ufual ce- 
ἐς remonies, and the former without. Secondly, with 
>> refpect to their authority, and the honour paid to 
*> them and their children.” 

This is very clear, that the facred tongue, made 
ufe of by the Holy ΟΡο in the fcriptures, makes 
diftin@tions, which amcunt to demonftration of there 
being no foundation for confounding the פילנשים‎ 
with whores or barlots. The words אשה‎ and פילנש‎ 
are fometimes ufed for the fame perfon, See Gen. 
xxv. I. 6. (xxx. 4. with .טאאא‎ 22.( ; but wip and 
ΣΤῊ are never thus ufed. 

Calafio defines wy) as—Ancilla unita + 6 
vire 00/6 fcriptura, 1. εν contractu dotali δ᾽ [ponfali- 

bus. 
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is certain, no mark of difapprobation is fet 
upon concubinage in the facred {criptures, 
though they {peak fo feverely againft whore- 
dom; which, to me, is an evident and con- 
clufive proof, that there is fome {pecific 
difference between them. Indeed we find 
the owner of the concubine called her huf- 
band; the his wif2. So the text, ‘Sudges 
xix. 1. acertain Levite took to him פילנש‎ 
אשה‎ uxorem pellicem. Mont.; a wife concu- 
bine: and in verfe 3. he is called אישה‎ 
vir ejus. Mont.; her hufband, as we tranflate 
it. So the Fr. of D. Martin, fon mari. 
The damfel’s father is called, ver. 4: his 
(the Levite’s) חתן‎ /father-im-law ; and ver. 
5. the Levite is called חתנו‎ 2 (the dam- 
{el’s father’s) fon-in-/aw ; each of thefe re- 
lations by marriage being exprefled by 
the word .חתן‎ Surely this affords a con- 
clufive proof, that the concubines, in thofe 
days, were in fome fenfe wives; but, in 
what fenfe, it may be very difficult to de- 
termine 6846017. ‘The root התן‎ fignifies to 
contract affinity by marriage. Gen. XXxiv. 9. 
Jofh. xxiii. 12. In this laft paflage, the 
LXX render it by ἐπιγαμίας ποιξιν, to make 
marriages. So that though we cannot ftate 
the precife difference between the wife and 


bus.  ** An handmaid united and devoted to a man, 
or hufband, without writing—i. e. without any con~ 
tract for dower or efpoufals.” 
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the concubine in every particular, yet there 
was too great a fimilarity between them, 
not to be both widely different from what 
we call a kept miftrefs, in whom the man 
claims nota jot more property, than in 
an horfe hired for a day’s journey, nor is 
more care or concern ufually taken about 
them, when once the fancy or humour of 
the keeper leads him to refolve upon di/- 
muffion. | 

The remedy of this mifchief depends on 
that of the others which have been men- 
tioned; all muft ftand or fall together. 


Pas? ..} 
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Of ADULTERY. 


COME now to confider an offence 
againft the pofitive precepts of Gop, 
which is of the moft malignant kind, that 
of commerce between the sexes, where the 
woman is the wife, confequently the in- 
violable and unalienable property of ano- 

ther man. | 
This is truly and properly adultery, and 
defcribed in the feventh commandment by 
ἃ word, which, throughout the whole 
Hebrew {criptures, 18 confined to that 
fingle idea. Hence it is, that it is ufed, 
in a figurative fenfe, to denote the turning 
from’Gop to the worfhip of zdo/s. Gop 
calls himfelf the 20/2008 of His church ; 
the church is reprefented under the figure 
of a /poufe or wife; therefore, apoftatizing 
from Jenovan to 7005, is called, in a {pi- 
ritual fenfe, adultery, If. liv. 5. * Thy 
Maker 


* The words in the original are בעליך עשיך‎ in 
the plural number, thy bufbands, thy makers ; then fol- 
lows, ‘fehsvah Sabacth is 1318 name. Surely here, as 
in Eccl. xii. 1. and in many other paflages, the care- 
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ful reader muft fee a plurality of perfons. in 7200000 
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Maker 1s thine husband. Jer. iii. 14. Turn, 
O backfliding children, for I am married to 
you. ‘Then Gop complains, ver. 20. Surely 
as a wife treacheroufly departs from her δα: 
band, fo have ye dealt treachercufly with me, 
O houfe of Irael, faith the Lord of hofts. 
16 is the misfortune of ours, as of al] 
arbitrary languages, to want * precifion ; 


fo 


openly revealed. To imagine, as many do, that this 
fundamental of true religion was referved to the days 
of the New Teftament, is one of thofe confequences 
of ignorance with refpe&t to the Hebrew {criptures, 
under which we Chriftians content ourfelves. 


* One great reafon of which is, the aptnefs of fuch 
languages to acquire new meanings by length of time. 
‘This is remarkably the cafe with ours; for inftance, 
the word knave formerly meant a boy—a male child— 
then a fervant boy, and by degrees, any fervant man. 
‘Thefe meanings are obfolete, and now it fignifies a 
petty rafcal, a fcoundrel, a difhoneft fellow. See Phillips’s 
Dict. and Fahnfon. Other inftances of fuch mutation 
might be given. But this cannot be the cafe with 
the Hebrew language; if it could, it muft ceafe to be 
the word of Gop, and become the word, the uncer- 
tain word, of man. 

In fhort, it would amount to a creation of new 
laws, which 1811] muft vary with the new ufe of words, 
and thus, from time to time, create new offences, in 
proportion to words acquiring new meanings. But 
the mind of Gop hath been gracioufly delivered to us 
in ἃ language as unchangeable and fixed as it/e/f. 
Therefore, what the words meant when recorded by 
the facred penmen, they mean to this hour, and will 
mean for ever—for which very conclufive reafon, it is 
impofiible that any word of the Old Teftament can 
acquire a new meaning under the New Teftament. 
Wherefore the word ΝΣ adultery, can never admit 

of 
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fo that when we {peak of adultery, we in- 
clude in it every idea which is ufually af- 
fixed to the word by cu/fom, whether right 
or wrong. There is a precifion in the He- 
brew language peculiar to itfelf ; every 
word is derived from fome fixed root, or is 
*tfelf that root, which has a fixed and de- 
terminate meaning; and though the word 
branch itfelf into ever fo many different, 
and feemingly contradictory fenfes, yet the 
original idea contained in the voof will al- 
ways circulate, as the fame fap from the 
root of a tree, will always flow through 
the fem to the feveral branches, be they 
ever fo many. From the want of fuch 
precifion in our language, we are apt to 
fix meanings to the words of {cripture, 


of any other meaning or conftruction, than it received 
in the books of /AZo/es and the propbets—what that 
was, will appear in the fequel. 

How arbitrary languages have always been fubject 
to change, by their being governed by fafhion and 
cuftom, we may learn from 11077006 : 

———— Mortalia fata peribunt, 

Nedum fermonum ες honos, & gratia vivax. 

Multa renafcentur, qu jam cecidere : cadentque 

Que nunc funt in honore vocabula; fi volet ufus, 

Quem penes arbitrium eft, & jus & norma loquendi. 


All ¢hings fhall perifh, and fhall words prefume 
To hold their honours, and immortal bloom ? 
Many fhall rife, that now forgotten lie, 
Others, in prefent credit, foon fhall die, 

If cuftom will, whofe arbitrary fway 

Words, and the forms of language, muff obey. 


which, 
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which, when 602166766 in the original, 
they will not bear: and in few are we more 
miftaken than in the meaning (the fcrip- 
tural meaning) of the word adultery. 

The words of the feventh commandment 
לא תנאף---6עג‎ —which we very properly 
tranflate—Thou fhalt not commit adultery. 
But what is the true meaning of the word 
נאף‎ adultery? The only certain way to 
know this, is to confider its uniform fig- 
nification throughout the whole Hebrew 
Bible; and whoever doth this, will find 
that it is never ufed but to denote the 
defilement of a * betrothed or married wo- 
man; except in the figurative fenfe above 
mentioned, with refpect to zdolatry, where 
the fame idea is exactly preferved. 


* ‘The learned authors of the 4ut. Univ. ΗΠ}. vol. iii. 
יק‎ 137. rightly obferve, that * adultery was punifh- 
>> able with death in both parties, whether they were 
>> both married, or only the woman.” But, they 
add—‘* We cannot affirm the punifhment of a mar- 
ἐς ried man to have been the fame, who committed 
>> adultery with an unmarried woman.” ‘This /olect/m 
of ““ a married man’s committing adultery with an un- 
** married woman,” arifes from the popular and im- 
proper ideas which are annexed to the Englifh word 
adultery, and from not attending to the fingle and 
only idea annexed to the Hebrew נאף‎ throughout the 
Bible. Confiftently with this, Anthonius Mattheus, 
the civilian, affirms, that ** adultery cannot be com- 
*> mitted between a married man and an unmarried 
*> woman.” This is certainly true; becaufe no trace 
of fuch an ufe of the word is to be found throughout 
the Bible. 
εἰ Tn 
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In Lev. xx. 10. we have an accurate and 
clear explanation of the fignificant word 4x3 
as well as of the commandment where it 18 
found. Jf a man commit adultery with bis 
neighbour's wife, the adulterer and adulterefs 
foall furely be put to death. What is here 
called committing adultery with bis neigh- 
bour’s wife, is called, Ezek. xvili. 11. de- 
filing bis neighbour's wife; and Prov. vi. 29. 
going in to his neighbour's wife. If we turn 
to Deut. xxii. and confider the expofition of 
the feventh commandment which Mo/és was 
direéted, by the Holy Spirit, to deliver to 
the rifing generation, before their entrance 
into Canaan, from ver. 13. to ver. 29. In- 
clufive, we fhall find this idea uniformly 
preferved * throughout. See alfo Lev. 
XVlil. 20. 


So 


ἘΞΌΝ ** Mechatus eft, adulteravit, adulterium 
>> commifit. Prov. vi. 32. per metaphoram—Idola co- 
> סוט[‎ Fer. iil. Οἱ Differt a זה‎ quod generaliter 
>> feortari fignificat, ut liquet ex Ofew iv. 14. at hoc 
>> Yerbum non nifi in muptam competit. Mercer in 
*> Pagn. : 

>> R. Solomon Jarchi notat 0101 tantum de nuptd.”” 

Leigh’s Crit. Sacr. 

Axi ““ To commit adultery with matrons. See 
Litt. Di&. Mechor. to adulterate, to commit adultery 
>> (with a married woman] Prov. vi. 29, 32--.24. 
«© Metaphorically. To worfhip idols, Jer. iii. g. It 
>> differs from 73%, which fignifies whoring in gene- 
>> ral, as is plain from Hofea טו‎ 14. But this word 
<* only belongs to incontinency with a married woman. 

66 ἈΚ. Solomon 
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So ftri&t is this law with regard to this 
"offence, that it even reaches to the defile- 
ment of a Jetrothed woman, who, in Gop’s 
fight, is reckoned as the man’s wife to 
whom the is betrothed. If aman be found 
lying with a woman married to an hufband, 
then they fhall both of them die, both the man 
that lay with the woman, and the woman ; fo 
fhalt thou put away evil from Irael. Deut. 
Xxil. 22. By thefelatter words we are taught, 
that the fin of adultery, like that of murder, 
was not to be looked upon merely as a per- 
fonal offence, which was of no further con- 
fequence than to the parties committing it, 
but, if not punifhed as Gop commanded, 
brought guilt upon the very land itfelf, 
which could only be put away by the pu- 


“© R. Solomon Farchi obferves, it is only ufed where 
>> a married woman is concerned.” 

Aben Exra thinks, that it fignifies all 20/0008 com- 
merce, even whoredom—** But I fee, faith Grotius, on 
6 Exod. xx. 14. that this word is taken by the Fe- 
>> brews in the fenfe of adultery only, and fo it is 
>> tranflated in this and the other places where it is 
>> ufed, by the Greeks, Latins, and other interpre- 
>> ters.’ See Leigh, ib. and margin. | 

The LXX always render it by posxtue and μοι- 
χαδαι. | 

However, not to rely on the faithfulnefs of tran/fla- 
tors, the accuracy of Jexicographers, or the wifdom of 
commentators, either critical or explanatory, we mutt 
have recourfe to the word ii/e/f in the original ; and 
if we find, that in all its connections throughout the 
Hebrew fcriptures, it never is ufed but in one fingle 
fenfe, we are not warranted to put any other upon ite 


I nifhment 
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nifhment of the offenders. ‘Then follows 
ver. 22. If a damfel that is a virgin be 
betrothed unto an hufband, and a man find 
her in the city and lie with ber, then fhall ye 
bring them both into the gate of that city, and 
ye fhall ftone them with ftones that they die: 
the damfel becaufe fhe cried not, being in the 
city ; and the man, becaufe he HATH HUM- 
BLED HIS NEIGHBOURS WIFE. 

Such is the lawof Tue Most Hicu 
againft adultery, or the defisement of a man's 
wife. Yet it is not the object of our mu- 
nicipal law as any public offence whatfoever. 
The injured hufband may bring a civil 
action for private damages ; but neither 
the adulterer, nor the adultere/s, can be in- 
dicted or punifhed, * as a public offender, 
by any one /fatute throughout our whole 

code 


* >> הך‎ the year 1650, when the ruling powers 
found it for their intereft to put on the femblance 
of avery extraordinary ftrictnefs and purity of mo- 
rals ; not only ince/f and wilful adultery were made 
capital crimes, but alfo the repeated act of keep- 
ing a brothel, or committing fornication, were 
(upon a fecond conviction) made felony without 
benefit of clergy.. But at the reftoration, when 
men, from an abhorrence of the hypocrify of the 
late times, fell into a contrary extreme of licenti- 
oufnefs, it was not thought proper to renew a law 
of fuch unfafhionable rigour. And thefe offences 
have been ever fince left to the feeble coercion of 
the fpiritual court, according to the rules of the 
canon law; a law which has treated the offence 
of incontinence, nay even adultery it/elf, with a 

> great 


if, Ops). 
code of laws. How far this is feen to be 
fer the comfort of fociety, and the honour 
of a Chrifiian nation, let others determine; 
I can only fay, that, if the law of Gop 
(which by the way is as clear and pofitive 
a law as can be conceived) took place, we 
fhould hardly hear of fuch daily offences 
againft it, as now difgrace, difhonour, and 
defile the land. Such however is the con- 
fiftency of our flatute laws, fuch their con- 
formity to the law of Gop, that they make 
a man a felon, and, but for the benefit of 
clergy, liable to fuffer death, if he have 
two wives of δι: own; but he may feduce 
and debauch as many wives of otber- people, 
as may fall in his way, and he is free 
from punifhment, except, as I {aid before, 
by way of cvi/ action for the wrong done 
to the hufband. 

It is faid indeed, that ** our law confi- 
>> ders marriage in no other light but as 
>> ב‎ civil contraci, and leaves the holinefs 
>> of the marriage-{tate to the ece/efiaflical 

% courts ;” 


* oreat degree of tendernefs and lenity ; owing per- 
> haps to the celibacy of its firft compilers. The 
>> temporal courts therefore take no cognizance of the 
>> crime of adultery, otherwife than as a private in- 

>> jury.”’ Black/tone vol. iv. p. 64. Id. vol. i. 433. 
Bifhop Burnet, in his hiftory of the Reformation, 
fpeaking of the {tate of the church before that period 
—faith—-** The unmarried ftate,both of /ecu/ars and 
*> regulars gave infinite feandal to the world; for it 
| > appeared 


Εἰ 1 
«ὃ courts ; but furely in a Chriflian land; 
** the holinefs of the marriage-ftate” ought 
to be an object of the municipal laws, as of 
infinitely greater confequence to the pub- 
fic, and to the peace and welfare of fo- 
ciety; than many other offences, which 
are properly deemed objects of their ut- 
moft feverity. For, what are the confe- 
quences of adultery; even in “ἃ temporal 
view? AW its evils cannot be reckoned 
——but only to mention a few:—It muft 
introduce a total:confufion as to the off- 
{pring, a defeating of rightful heirs, an 
utter obf{curity as to family defcents and 
pedigrees ; for where adultery 15, no man 
can know his own children, or even often- 
fible brothers and fifters afcertain their re- 
lation to each other: for which; as well as 
for many other wife caufes, doubtlefs it was 
(as well as to preferve the fandctity of the 
marriage-inftitution) made capital by the 
DIVINE Laweiver. This we may hum- 
bly prefume to be the cafe; for this of- 
fence is introductory of that kind of dif- 
order, which muft, in the very nature of 
it, tend to deftroy every bond of טק‎ and 


ἐς appeared that the reftraining them from having 
ἐς wives of their owl, made them conclude that they 
*> had a right to all other men’s: and the inferior, 
ἐξ clergy were no better, δος, See Crit. Hiflory of 
England, p. 141. 
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religions fociety, and make the world, in 
a moral fenfe, a mere chaos. = 
Why then is adultery, notwithftanding 
it is fo condemned by the pofitive law of 
Gop, fo frequently, fo fhamelefily, fo 
openly practifed? It is becaufe the law 
of Gop being difregarded in the con- 
{cience, and not enforced by the laws of 
the land in all its terror, its importance 
is not adverted to: for though outward 
laws may not reach the heart, yet, they fre- 
quently, by reftraining the outward actions 
of men, may lead them to view fuch of- 
fences ina different light, than when there 
is no punifhment attending them. ‘Such 
is the depravity of mankind, that we find 
the faying of the Preacher generally true: 
Becaufe fentence againft an evil work 15 not 
executed fpeedily, therefore the heart of the 
fons of men is fully fet in them to do evil. 
Eccl. viii. 11. Lmpunity begets fecurity ; 
and this muft produce and multiply ¢ran/- 
greffion. | 
As to thofe 16110868 of the Pope's ty- 
ranny in this country, commonly called 
the ecclefiaflical courts *, their power is but 
very 


* An inftance of the oppreffion of thefe courts, 
and the tyranny they exercife where they can, may 
appear from’ the following cafe:— dun ‘fenkin/on was 
refented at the primary vifitation of the Archbifbop 
af Yorky 17772 for fornication, the being 4 ל גג‎ 
ו‎ y 


| ₪1 
very feeble; for which J and every free 
Proteftant ought to be thankful. This 
fort of imperium in imperio, which excludes 
trials by juries in criminal matters, and 
fubftitutes paper depofitions in the place 
of vivd voce evidence, is too abhorrent 
from every principle of our free conititu- 
tion to be endured; and I am aftonithed, 
that at the Reformation, their very demg 
was not annihilated, as that of the /ar- 
chamber was afterwards, 16 Car. 1. Thefe 
* courts, however, have cognizance of the 
crime of adultery, for which they can fet 
the offender on a joint ftool in a white fheet 
under title Penance; unlefs, under title 


++ Commutation, he or fhe can buy off their 
fin 


by C. D. a fingle man. The cafe was, that the man 
had promifed her marriage, not only privately to her- 
felf, but alfo before the ‘Fu/fice, when fhe סזסט)‎ 
to be the father of the child. He foon after married 
another woman. The /piritual court proceeded againtt . 
the poor girl, thus abandoned by the man, and with- 
out ever citing her, fent an excommunication down, 
which was red and returned accordingly. Another 
was cited on fuch an account, but could not take out 
her penance, becaufe fhe could not pay a certain /um 
of money which was demanded. 

* In antient times, the King’s courts, and efpecial- 
ly the Leets, had power to enquire of and punifh for- 
nication and adultery; but by 13 Ed. 1. Stat. 4. called 
the ftatute of circum/pecté agatis, thefe matters were 
<urned over to the ecclefiaffical courts. See 1 Burn, 
662, 663. Alfo 2 Burn, 144, 145- 

+ All this wicked traffic of penance and commutation 

F 2 . was 
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fin and fhame with a fam of money. What- 
ever be the caufe, moft certain it is, that the 
crime of adultery daily increafes amongtt us, 
infomuch, that one would think many of 
the Britifh ladies, once famed for their mo- 
defty, chaftity, and fobriety, either never 
red their Bzb/es at all, or elfe only that 
edition of it, which was printed by the 
company of Stationers, in the reign of 
Charles the Firff (and for which Archbifhop 
Laud fined them feverely in the far-cham- 
ber) wherein they printed the /event/ com- 
mandment without the word zot, fo that 
it ftood, Thou fhalt commit adultery. 

But if in reading the Hebrew Bible we 
reftrain the word נאף‎ adultery in +6 
commandment, to the married woman only, 
and to the man who defiles ber, do we not 
leave the man, who, having one wife, takes 
another *, out of its reach? I anfwer—lIt 

is 


was originally derived from the doctrine of indulgences, 
concerning which, Tetze/ and his aflociates, when de- 
fcribing the benefit of indulgences, and the neceflity 
of purchafing them, a little before the Reformation, 
thus exprefs themfelves :— * The efficacy of indul- 
>> gencies is fo great, that the moft heinous fins, 
ςς even if one fhould violate the mother of Gon, 
>> would be remitted and expiated by them, and the 
> perfon freed both from puni/hment and guilt. For 
ἐς twelve-pence you may redeem the foul of your fa- 

6> ther out of purgatory.” 
* The wife, holy, uniform, and connected feheme 
of Gon’s moral government, with refpect to the com- 
merce 


A 


δ ἀρ... 


is not for us to judge in this matter, but 
by the rule of Gop’s word; if that brings. 
fach a cafe within the reach of the /eventh 
commandment, ot of any one interpreta- 
tion of it which is to be found in the 
book of that law, then fuch a man 18 con- 
demned: if otherwife, he is free — for 
where there 1s no law, there is no tranfgref- 
fion. Rom. iv. 15. And fin 1s not imputed 
(ἐλλογξιται, reckoned, charged, brought to ac- 
count) where there is no law. Rom, v. 13. 
By the 200% of the Jaw, I mean the pen- 
tateuch, or five books of Moj/es, delivered 
by Gop himfelf to that eminent fervant 


merce of the fexes, has two principal ends in view. 
The one, to prevent all confufion of iffue—the others 
to fecure the female fex from that which mutt Jead to 
it. Therefore a woman’s going from one man to ano- 
ther is in all cafes made a capital offence, and punifha- 
ble with death. On the other hand, no man could 
take a woman and then forfake her. This, being ap- 
parently the fource of * adultery and proftitution, 1s 
pofitively forbidden. The law which forbids this, 
though conceived in general terms, without any 
limitation or exception, muft, in fome cafes, fail 
of the provifion it has made for the above purpofes, 
' without the allowance of polygamy ; as, where the man 
taking the woman was married before. It is therefore 
neceflary for us to enter deeply into this queftion ; 
which 1 fhall endeavour in the next chapter, not on 
the precarious footing of popular prejudice and vulgar 
opinion, concluding that we are wifer than the inha- 
hitants of more extenfive parts of the 5[006 ; but on 
the firin bafis of divine revelation, concluding that 
Gop is wifer than man. 
* Matt. v. 32. 
29 and 
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and prophet of the Most 1110, and by 
him committed to writing, and delivered 
to the people. To the book of this law the 
great apofile of the Gentiles evidently refers, 
Gal. 111. 10. where he fays, Cur/ed is every 
one, that continueth not in all things which 
are written in the BOOK OF THE LAw, 0 
do them. Our Lorp’s forerunner, ‘fohn 
the 190077, declared the law was given by 
Mofes, ‘fohbn i. 17. There is therefore no 
law but that which was given by Gop to 
Mofes, nor was any new Jaw enacted after 
the canon of the Pentateuch was clofed by 
the death of Mofes. The diftinétion and 
difference of moral good and evil were then 
unalterably fixed, and the nature of doth 
invariably to remain the fame. What God 
doeth, tt fhall be for ever ; nothing can be put 
to it, nor any thing taken from it: and God 
doeth it that men fhould fear before Him. 

Hecl. ΤῊΝ ΤῊΣ ke 
As I am fully perfuaded, on the moft 
mature deliberation, that taking from Gop’s 
law in fome points, and adding to it in 
others, are the chief caufes of the evil com- 
plained of, with regard to the ruin of one 
fex, by the luft, cruelty, treachery, and 
perfidy of the other ; I fhall examine the 
fubject before us the more freely : not fup- 
pofing that polygamy, being made fe/ony by 
that fanguinary ftatute 1 Jac. I. 0. 18 
therefore finful in the fight of Gop, any 
. more 


εν} 

more than that adultery is innocent before 
Him, or one jot the more fo, becauie our 
ftatute-book has ordained no punifhment 
for it whatfoever. Nor does its being 
looked upon with deteftation and abhor- 
rence in this part of the world, any more 
prove the walawfulne/s of polygamy in the 
fight of Gop, than the approbation and 
ractice of it in other more extenfive parts 
of * the globe, can prove its /awfulnefs. 
All mutt ftand or fall by Gop’s own reve- 
lation of His own will, in His own law. 
To fuppofe that His law can be different 
in different parts of the world, which he 
hath 


* The pride and /e/f-importance, ἴο natural to fallen 
man, are the true reafons why people of all climes 
and countries are apt to imagine themfelves in the 
right, and all others who differ from them in the 
wrong. The Turk defpifes the Chriftian becaufe he 
is not a polygamif?, the Chriftian in his turn abhors 
the Turk becaufe he is—what fhall decide between 
them! Cu/tom, ufage, prejudice of education, national 
belief, municipal laws—have as much to 1640 on one | 
fide as on the other: thefe may fay 

Non nofirum inter vos tantas componere lites. 


‘The only decifive appeal which can be made, muft 
be to the Hebrew fcriptures, unlefs we are to fup- 
pofe that the Great Moral Governor of the univer fe 
had no mind or will concerning the matter, or that 
he left his church and people in the dark for four thou- 
fand years together, touching an affair of fuch infinite 
confequence. As for imagining that he left the ad- 
juftment of marriage to the days of the New Tefta- 
ment (which is a popular notion amongft us) having 

F fufFered 
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bath made, and upholds with the word of His 


power; or that His one uniform jurifdiction 
doth not equally and invariably extend 
over all His reafonable creatures; is to 
think of Him as the poor idolatrous, igno- 
rant Syrians did—The Lorp is God of the 
bills, but be τς not the God of the vallies. 
1 Kings xx. 28. | 

Near akin to this, is the fuppofition 
that Gop can change his mind, and be of 
one mind in the O/d Teffament, and of a- 
nother in the New Teffament; if fa, He 
may now have changed His mind again, 
and neither of thefe books contain a fingle 
fyllable which can be depended upon; fo 
that after all the pains we can take to ac- 
quaint ourfelves with the 0/0/06 mind and 
will, we may be as utter ftrangers to them as 
the favages in America are.—But when we 
fearch the indelible records of truth, we find 
that the attribute of uxchangeablene/s fhines, 


fuffered the ews to live in ignorance and error con- 
cerning it for fo many preceding ages—this is as falfe 
in point of fact, as if it were faid, that they lived 
without any revelation at all. As furely as the writ- 
ings of Mofes contain the law of Gop, fo furely was 
the law of marriage adjufted and fettled in the minuteft 
particular. Among other reafons why this muft ne- 
ceflarily have been the cafe, is that very conclufive 
one, which arifes fram the dependence of the lawful- 
nefs of the ifue on the lawfulnefs of the marriage, 
and of courfe the prefervation of true genealogy through- 
ut the whole Fewi/h difpenfation; a matter in which 
our deareft and eternal intereft is concerned. 


with 
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with a diftinguifhed luftre; I am ‘febovah, 
faith He, 1 change not. Mal, iii. 6. Gon 
is one—His will is one—therefore this, no 
more than Him/e/f, can know any alteration, 
diminution, or change — What was daw * 
at the beginning will be Jaw to the end; 
and therefore what that /aw is, as touching 
the point in queition, 1 will now proceed, 
with the confidence which the love of 
truth infpires, and with a proper difregard 
for the fallacious and unfcriptural reafon- 
ings of men, in the freeft manner to con- 
fider. | 


+ This is true even of the ceremonial law, 85 to its 
meaning and fubftance. It cannot be lefs true of the 
moral law, which 85 founded in the relation which 
mankind bear to Gop and each other. 


CHAP. 


] 74] 


2 1 8 
Of PoLYGAMY. 


|] PROMISED the Reader, that the 
. proofs for what I advance, fhould be 
drawn from the word of Gon; and, for 
my own fake, as well as that of 16 
I find myfelf more efpecially bound to 
keep this promife, with refpect to the 
fubject before us: for if I were to go to 
Auman authorities, I fhould wander into Ὁ 
fuch an endlefs labyrinth of difference and 
contradiction, as to lofe fight of every 

thing but fruitlefs * difputation. 
That 


* Fruitlefs indeed! For the great Puffendorf, B.vi. 
6. 1. § 17. fays —‘* Whether or no this practice 
<< be repugnant +0 the Jaw of nature, is a point not 
>> fully fettled among the learned.”” He then gives 
the arguments on both fides, ** leaving the decifive 
>> judgment to be pafled by the reader.” So that 
upon the footing of human wifdom—adhuc fub judice 
lis eff. The author therefore only confiders it on the 
footing of the divine law, conceiving it impoffible 
to determine its Jawfulne/s or unlawfulne/s in Gon’s 
fight by any thing elfe. According to this law will 
all men be judged at the laft day: therefore, to ap- 
peal to any other, in matters of confcience, is abfurd 
to the laft degree. There is no other principle or 
means of difcovering the mind and will of Gop | 

touching 


|] ὃ 1 


That the mifchiefs which muft inevi- 
tably attend polygamy on the woman's fide, 
do not accrue from it on the part of the 
man, is very clear: and on this principle, 
we may account for the total difference 
which is put between them in the drvine 
law —the one punifhed with death, the 
other not fo much as mentioned in a cri- 
minal light. So far from being prohibited 
or condemned by the Jaw, we find it a/- 
lowed, owned, and even bkeffed of Gop: and 
in no one inftance, amongft the many re- 
corded in fcripture, fo much as d/ap- 
‘proved. ₪ ל‎ 
> By. polygamy, I would be underftood to 
mean *, what the word literally imports, 
the having and cohabiting with more than 
one wife at a time. Whether taken soge- 


touching this, or any other religious truth, no other 
rule or meafure of judging and determining any thing 
about it or concerning it, but only the writing from 
whence it is taken, it being wholly of divine revela- 
tion, and that revelation being only expreffed in that 
writing. See Dr. Owen on the Scriptures, p. 18. 


* Polygamy, ftritly fpeaking, is of two forts; ei- 
ther when one woman promifcuoufly admits of more. 
hufbands than one, or when one man is at the fame 
time joined in marriage to more than one woman— 
The former of thefe is too aborrent from mature, rea- 
fon, and feripture, to admit of a fingle argument in 
its favour, or even to deferve a moment’s confidera- 
tion, The author therefore, by the word polygamy, 
only means the /atter, throughout this treatife. 


ther, 
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ther, as feems to be the cafe of king 7ε- 
00/0, 2 Chron. xxiv. 3. or firft oxe and then 
another, as JacoB, Gen. xxix. 28. or Da- 
vID, 1 Sam. xxv. 43; it was ¢his which 
was allowed of Gop, confequently prac- 
tifed by His people. The putting away or 
divorcing ome woman, תג‎ order to take 2/- 
other, was as much forbidden in the Old 
Teftament as in the New. Gon fays, Deut. 
xxii. 29. She fhall be his wife; he may not 
put ber away all bis days. So before, ver. 19 3 
and again, Exod. xxi. 10. If be take him 
another wife, her food (i. e. of the firft wife) 
her raiment, and her duty of marriage, be 
fhall not * diminifh. Putting away or di- 
vorcing a firji, in order to take a /econd, isa 
palpable breach of thefe laws, and there- 
fore treated by the great and infallible 
interpreter of them as a heinous offence 
againft Gop, it being a breach of that 
obligation, laid upon the man, to confider 
his wife as one fle/h with him{elf, and, as 
fuch, to cleave to her for life, as bone of 
bis bone, flefh of bis flefh, Gen. i. 233 which 
our Lord cites, and reafons upon, to prove 
the abomination of fuch a proceeding, as 
abfolutely contrary to the original infti- 
tution of the marriage-bond. 

This, however, was the common prac- 


* yyy Nxo—not withhold—withdraw—keep back—x¥ 
awosepnoel, LXX; much lefs thall he put her away. 


tice 
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tice of the profligate Fews of that day, 
who abufed the liberty of drvorce permitted 
by 10/5 in certain cafes, to the moft li- 
centious purpofes, {fo as to make marriage 
little better than a pretence for gratifying 
their 1008, divorcing ove, in order to take 
another, and thus profaning the holy or- 
dinance of Gop, by giving it no higher 
place in their efteem, than as a means of 
indulging their depraved appetites. A mon- 
ftrous practice! againft which CuRIsT’s 
difcourfe, Matth. xix. 4. &c. is levelled, 
not againft polygamy, as confidered fimply 
in itfelf. If we interpret this paflage as 
{uch an explanation of Gon’s law from the 
beginning, as will ferve to prove all poly- 
gamifis are * adulterers, we muft condemn 
a large generation of )0 deareft fervants 
and children; and inftead of believing that 
all thefe died in faith, Heb. xi. 13. we mutt 
fay, that many of them died in a ftate of 
unbelief and difobedience ; and inftead of 
looking for Aérabam, “facob, David, &c. 
in the kingdom of 200000, we mutt look 
for them in the kingdom of Satan ; for’ 
his they were, and him they ferved, if 
polygamy bean offence againft the law from 


* Adultery is marked as a mortal fin, Gen. xx. 3. 
in the hiftory of Abimelech king of Gerar; and poly- 
gamy therein ftands as utterly diftinguifhed from it— 
this in the judgment of JeHovan him/elfs See pott. 


3 the 
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the beginning, under which thefe people 
lived and died, without the leaft repent- 
ance, or any figns of it, as adulterers, for- 
nicators, and whoremongers. "That is the 
infallible * confequence of the common in- 
terpretation of this paflage; for Curist 
does not ground the authority of what He 
declares on any zew Jaw which he was in- 
troducing, but on an explanation of Gop’s 
law from the beginning, revealed firft to 
Adam, afterwards recorded by Mo/es, that 
it might be tranfmitted to all fucceeding 
generations, as the one rule of faith and 
practice, for all thofe to whom Gop’s word 
fhould come, to the end of the world. 
Neither with you only, faith Mofes to the 
people (then prefent at the re-publication 
of Gop’s law, Dent. xxix. 14, 15.) do 1 
make this covenant and this oath, but with 
him that fiandeth here with us this day, be- 
fore the Lorv our Gop, and allo with him 
that is not (or thofe who are not) here with 
us this day, i. 6. with all fucceeding gene- 
rations, till time fhall be no more. 


® For fin is the tranfgreffion of the law. 1 John iii. 4. 
All unrighteoufnefs (i. €. all unconformity to the law) is 
in. 1 John v.17. ‘Lhe foul that finneth, it fhall die. 
Ezek. xviii. 4. The wages of fin is death. Rom. vie 23. 
Whoaremangers and adulterers, God will judge. Heb. 
xiii, 4. ‘he weak arguments which have been made 
ufe of to excufe the fin of polygamy, as fome call it, 
in the patriarchs, and the Old-Teitament /aints, will 
be fully confidered and expofed in this chapter. 


Therefore 
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‘Therefore Curist, 10 זג‎ from altering, 
changing, or deftroying the law delivered 
from Gop by Mofes, enters a caveat againtt 
fuch a fuppofition (Matt. v. 17.) Think not 
that I am come to deftroy the law or the pro- 
phets; I am not come to defiroy, but to fulfil : 
for verily I fay unto you, till heaven and earth 
pafs, one jot or one tittle fhall in no wife pafs 
from the law, till all be fulfilled—éiwc cy 
πάντα, yeyto— until all things be done. 
Hammond. And again (Luke xvi. 17.) It is 
eafier for heaven and earth to pafs, than one. 
tittle of the law to fail. ‘This not only 
ftamps unchangeablenefs upon the saw, 
but on its zmport, fenfe, and meaning, as 
one and the fame throughout all ages and 
generations, as. an invariable rule of 
life for the members of Gon’s wifible 
church upon earth, even to the leaft jot or 
tittle. | | 

Notwithftanding, 88 this paflage of 
Matt. xix..is the chief ground on which 
that abfurd pofition is built, that * Poly- 
> gamy, though allowed under the /ew, 
*> 18 forbidden under the gofpel;” or, 
** though permitted under the Old Tefta- 
** ment, is forbidden under the New” (as 
if there could be a law in the New Tefta- 
ment contradictory to that in the Old 
Teftament) it may be worth our while to | 
confider the matter more minutely, 

The queftion put by the Pharifees, 

5 Matt. 
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Matt. xix. 3. is not, ** whether it be laws 
*> ful to marry ¢wo wives at a time, or 0 
“© take one to another ?” but—*< Is 2: law- 
‘¢ ful for a man to PUT AWAY his wife for 
‘<< every caufe?” The queftion concerns 07- 
vorce, and divorce only. When we confider 
avho it was that was to give the anfwer, we 
‘may be certain of its entire pertinence to the 
queftion. = 16 follows (ver. 4, &c.) He an- 
fwered and faid unto them, Have ye not read, 
‘that He which made them at the beginning, 
made them male and female, and faid, For 
this caufe foall a man leave father and mother, 
and cleave unto his wife, and they twaim (1. e. 
the man and his wife) fhall be one flefb; 
wherefore they are no more twain, but one 
pelo. What therefore Gov hath joined tox 
gether, let not man put afunder. 

With fo clofe, fo appofite, 0 6 
an anfwer, grounded on the 0/0 marriages 
inftitution, not on any mew difpenfation ; 
they ought to have been fatisfied that d/- 
vorce was unlawful. But they urge him 
farther, and (ver. 7.) faid unto him—Why 
did Mofes then command to give a writing of 
divorcement, and put her away? He faith 
unto them, Mofes, becaufe of the hardnefs of 
your hearts, SUFFERED you to put away your 
wives, but from the beginning it was not fa 
(i.e. that men fhould put away their wives Pe 
And I fay unto you, that whofoever fhall put 
away bis wife, except wt be for ane οὐ 

an 
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and foall marry another, committeth adultery 3 
and he who marrieth her which ts put aways 
committeth adultery. 
= This laft is the verfe which has made 
the difficulty ; for if this were meant to 
condemn polygamy, it amounts, fo far, 0 
a contradiction, or rather repeal, of the 
old law which permitted it ; and then 
more than a jot or tittle has paffed from the 
Jaw. If it means that it was a/ways fin- 
ful, and againft the law of Gop, it con- 
—demns, as was before obferved, all that 
ever practifed it, and falls heavy on fome 
of the greateft faints, that are recorded 
in f{cripture as patterns of farts, bolinefsy 
and obedience. 

This difficulty, like many others in 
the {criptures, can only be folved, by at- 
tending to the peculiar circumftances of 
the perfons fpoken to, and the particular 
occafion on which the words wete {poken ; 
for want of this, we are apt to interpret 
the fcriptures more by found than fenfe, 
and thus make them /peak what they 
never meant. | 

The ‘ews, at the time of their difpute 
with Curist on the fubject of divorce, 
were fonder of tradition than of the {crip- 
tures, and of the teachings of their radbéres, 
than of the law of Gop; infomuch that 
CurisT charges them ) 1022, xv. 9.) with 

Vor. I, G teaching 
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teaching for doctrines the commandments of 
men: and (Mark vit. 9, 13.) with rejecting 
and making the word of God of none effect, 
through their tradition. ‘Vhere were feve- 
yal famous "20/65, whom they highly re- 
verenced, but particularly Shammab, Hil- 
lell, and Akiba. 

* The 16001 of Shammah taught, that a 
man could not be lawfully divorced from 
his wife, ** unlefs he had found her guilty 
> of fome action which was really infa-_ 
«* mous, and contrary to the rules of vir- 
tue.” But the 16001 of 17/0 +, who was 
Shammab’s difciple, taught, on the con- 
trary, that ‘* the leaft reafons were fufh- 
‘¢ cient to authorize a man to put away 
“ 22 wife. For example—if the did not 


* See Cruden, under divorce. 

+ Shammah and Hillel] are {uppofed to have lived 
about an hundred years before the deftruction of the 
fecond temple. Some fay they were cotemporaries 
with Herod the Great. See Ant. Univ. Hift. vol. x. 
Ρ- 429, 460. ו‎ Hs 

Of Akiba it is faid—Circa ea tempora vixit—* he 
66 lived about thofe times.”” Athan. Vine. 

Dr. Owen on the feripture, .כ‎ 227, makes him 
armour-bearer to the Pfeudo-Meffias Barchochab, in 
the days of Adrien; when, in the purfuit of a defign 
to reftore their temple and worfpip, the “fews fell 
into a rebellion againft the Romans all the world 
over. This was about the year 135. From thefe 
different accounts, it feems probable that there was 
thore than one perfon of the name of Akiba, or, as 
fome call him, 4guzba. : 

>> 6 
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δὲ drefs his’ victuals. well, or if be found 
> any other woman he hked better.” Akiba 
was {till more indulgent than Πρ, for 

he affirmed that ** it was fufficient caufe 

* for a man to put away his wife, if the 
** were not agreeable to her hufband.” | 

Fofephus and Philo thew very fufficient« 

ly, that in their time the ews believed 

divorce to be lawful on every trivial caufe, 

That the Pharifees had learnt to explain 
the toleration of Mofes in a like extenfive 
manner, may be gathered from the quef- 

tion which they put to our Saviour. The 
above obfervations may therefore ferve as 
a key tothe{cripture under confideration. 
The Pharifees (who afked, whether it was 
lawful for a man to put away bis wife for 
every 000/22 feem to have been deeply 
tinctured with that pofition of 1172, and 
to have adopted that particular caufe of 
divorce mentioned by him, that of feeing a 
woman they liked better, fo putting away 
one whom they liked /e/s, in order to take 
another whom they liked more. Againft 
this CuRistT may be underftood to level 
his anfwer—Whofoever putteth away bis 
wife, except for the σαι of fornication, and 
marrieth another, committeth adultery, &c. 
not as condemning polygamy ג‎ 5% 
againft which there was no low, but un- 
der the particular circumftance of unlaw- 
5 a glee » 1 


[ 84 J 
ful divorce to effe& it, againft which the 
law of Gop was from the beginning. 
Such a thing was not contained in Mo/es’s 
permiffion, nor mentioned therein, but was 
contrary to the very zm/fitutzon of marriage 
and,as our Lorp fhews clearly, ver. 4, 5,6, 
virtually forbidden by the very words of 
it. It was as unlawful for a man to put 
away or divorce his wife for another wo- 
man, as for ἃ woman to put away or divorce 
her hufband for another man: the mar- 
riage-bond being equally binding as to the 
matter of putting away. We may alfo 
obferve, that though the faints of Gop, 
of whom we read fo much in the Old 


Teftament *, practifed polygamy, yet they 
did 


ἐς * The example of the Heathens and Mahometans 
>> may indeed be of no great force in the argument for 
>> polygamy, becaufe it eppears that thofe people are 
>> ouilty of many violations of the law of nature; 
>> but the polygamy of the fathers under the old cove- 
>> nant, is a reafon which ingenuous men muft con- 
56 fefs to be unanf{werable.” See Puffendorf, lib. vie 
co 1. ὃ 18. | 
see have thought, that the examples of éra- 
bam, facob, and the other Old-Teftament faints, 
are too far removed into antiquity, to ferve as proofs 
for the lawfulnefs of polygamy.—But did ever any 
one object to the hiftory of Cain, as an example of 
the criminality of murder, or of Gop’s thoughts on 
that fubject? or does the Apo/ile, in the epiftle to 
the Hebrews, {cruple to recapitulate, by name, thofe 
heroes of antiquity, who did fuch mighty works by 
: the 


ב ₪5 ] 

did not put away one wife in order to make 
room for another. This was as directly 
forbidden them by the law of Gop, de- 
livered by Mofes, as by CuRisT, on the 

authority of that law, to thefe Phari/ees. 
Here I would obferve, that our tranf- 
lators of the Brb/e feem to have paid too 
much attention to the Scribes and Phari- 
jees, in the rendering the paffage referred 
to for the juftification of their doctrines 
about divorce. "The Pharifees fay, Mofes 
COMMANDED ζ0 give a writing of divorce- 
ment, and put her away. ‘Tirus the rab- 
dies conftrued, Deut. xxiv. 1, &c. in the 
imperative mood; and we, by doing the 
fame in our tranflation of that paflage, 
have juftified their mifinterpretation, and 
even juftify the divorced woman's going to 
be another man’s wife. She may go, and 
be another man’s wife; fo we tranflate, 
verfe 2. No marvel, if this be the cafe, 
that CurisT is fuppofed to condemn fome- 
thing which was before a//lowed; whereas 
the whole pafiage is fuppofitory or ὀγρο- 
thetical, and only introdu@tory of that 


the power of faith, asexamples to us? In fhort, doth 
he not affure us, Rom. xv. 4. That WHATSOEVER 
THINGS were written afore-time, were written for 
our learning ? But what can we /earn from either 
the precepts or examples of ofd time, if we are to fup~ 
pofe that Gop has changed his mind upon the fub- 
jects which they hold forth to us? | 


G 3 pofitive 
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| ane law, ver. 4. The whole fhould 

e rendered thus, if we would avoid the 
abfurdity of fuppofing Mofes to command, 
what Gop pofitively forbad, and to con- 
fion a married woman into the arms of an 
adulterer, in the very face of the feventh 
commandment, by faying, ** She may go 
and be another man’s wife.” ver. 2. ‘This 
would be eftablithing adultery by a folemn 
law. | | 

The Hebrew text fhould be rendered— 
When (or if) a man hath taken a wife, or 
woman, and married her, and it come to 
pafs that fhe find no favour in his eyes, be- 
caufe be hath found fome uncleannefs in her, 
and (1F) he write her a-bill of divorcement, 
and give it in ber hand, and fend ber out of 
bis houfe, and fhe foall have departed out of 
his houfe, aud (iF) fhe go and be another 
man's wife, and iF the latter hufband bate . 
ber (here we explain the ך‎ by an ir, why 
not before?) and write her a bill of divorce- 
ment, Sc. or if the latter hufband die, which 
took her to be his wife, her former hufband, 
which fent ber away, may not take her again 
to his wife after that fhe is DEFILED, for 
that 1s abomination before the 1.0 ה‎ 5, and 
thou fhalt not caufe the land to fin, which 
the Lory thy Gop giveth thee for an in- 
beritance, | 


Thus 
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Thus the Greek * interpreters exprefs 
the fenfe of thefe four verfes, and the 
Vulgar Latin, yea, and the Chaldee pa- 
raphrafe may be fo underftood. So 7 re- 
mellius venders the words, and Vatablus 
explains them, Scripferitque et Libellum re- 
pudi & dederit Ex in manu, ejeceritque, ₪0 
Ir he fhall have written her a bill of divorce, 
é&c.. ** This is not an abfolute fentence,” 
faith Vatablus, ** but ought to be joined 
>> to the words following, which fhew 
*¢ that 1m fuch things happened, that iF 
>> a man divorced his wife, and 1F ano- 
>> ther took her, the former hufband 
** might not take her again, fhe having 
*> been defiled. Which proves the fame 
thing contended for by our Lorp, in 


His difcourfe with the Pharifees, that 


* To the teftimonies here mentioned, for this 
interpretation of the Hebrew text, we may add that 
of the learned Buxtorf; who obferves, that in the 
words of Mofes, Deut. xxiv. 1—4. this one prohi- 
bition only is contained,—‘* That a man fhall not re- 
** ceive again to his bed, a wife which he hath once put 
>> away” —but that the cuftom itfelf of putting away 
wives, is, in that place, neither approved by 02/25, 
nor plainly condemned, but left as it were indiffe- 
rent. And the obfervation of our Saviour, that 
this permiffion was given by Adofesy becaufe of the 
hardnefs of their hearts, fufficiently makes it appear, 
that the /4ofaical indulgence doth not amount to an 
approbation, but fignifies only a bare toleration, or 
connivance, exempting from civi/ punifhment. Sce 


Puffend, Ὁ. Vi. ₪ Ie § +. 
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"1015 permifive divorces, which, fays He, 
Mojes permitted, emetpeyev—not, as the 
Pharifees would have it, ἐνετέιλατο, com 
manded—made no difference as to the mar- 
riage-bond in the fight of Gop. The man 
who put away his wife, for no other caufe 
than marrying another, which was the: 
practice of thefe people, committed a great 
fin, not only by not ckaving to his wife, 
as Gop had commanded, but by putting 
her away for another woman, and thus 
caufing ber to commit adultery with another 
man. See Matt. v. 32. And in this 
fenfe, as acceffary to his divorced wife’s 
crime, might himfelf be {aid to commit 
adultery. But more of this hereafter. 

If thofe divorces could have operated, 
as a diffolution of the Μη} marriage, fhe 
would not have been DEFILED by marry- 
ing another man ; but this not being the 
cafe, 116 ₪35 DEFILED * in the fight of 
Gop, when put away by unlawful divorce, 
as when {he went to another man without 
any divorce. Very ftriking are the words 
of Jer. iii. 1. They fay, Ifa man put away 
his wife, and fhe go from him, and become 
another mans, fhall be return to her again? 


fhall not that land be greatly polluted ?— 

* The word (Deut. xxiv. 4.) which we tranflate 
4/0600, is .ממא‎ The fame word is ufed, Ezek. 
xVili, 6, 11, 15+ for violating another’s wife. 


But 
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But where is any thing like this faid of 
polygamy ¢ That polygamy was practifed 
throughout all ages of the Fewih ceco- 
nomy, cannot be denied. It is equally 
evident, that it was the deliberate, open, 
avowed, and wilful practice of the moft 
holy and excellent of the earth, of Abraham, 
the father of the faithful, the friend of 
Gop, If. xli. 8. as well as of the moft 
illuf@trious of his children; and this, 
without the leaft. reproof or rebuke from 
Gop, or the moft diftant hint or expre{- 
fion of his difpleafure, either by Mofes, 
or any other of the prophets. No trace 
of jarrow, remorfe, or repentance, touch- 
ing this matter, is to be found in any 
one inftance, and therefore many commen- 
tators are at a lofs to maintain the /inful- 
nefs of polygamy, but at the expence of 

feripture, reafon, and common fenfe. 
Some fay—‘‘ It was a fin, but Gop al- 
*> lowed it for the’hardne/s of their hearts.” 
That Mofes fuffered (ἐπέτρεψεν, permitted, 
tolerated) divorce, fo far as not to exact 
the outward punifhment of it in certain 
cafes, is evident from the /uppofed cir- 
cumftances in Deut. xxiv. 1, &c. But 
this was in order to avoid worfe mifchief 
amongft the wicked and profligate part of 
the community, fuch as mal-treating, 
beating, or even killing their Aated wives. 
Thig 
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‘This is what we may fuppofe, τὴ part at 
leaft, to be meant by our Lorp, when 
He fays—Mofes, becaufe of the hardnefs of 
your hearts, fuffered you to put away your 
wives. This is faid of divorce, not of 
* polygamy, as plainly appears by the words 
of the text. And herein Mo/es {eems to 
have aéted more as a politician, than as a 
lawgiver——by permiffion, not by command- 
ment, like that of Paul, 1 Cor. vu. 6. 
It is not faid—Gon fuffered it—but— 
Mofes fuffered you to put away your wives? 
but, Curist adds, from the beginning it 
was not so—i. 6. that men fhould put 
away their wives. Here 18. ποῖ the leaft 
hint about polygamy. 

Can we fuppofe, however, that Gop 
fuffered Abraham, ‘facob, David, and 
others of His faints, to break His law, 
and this for the bardnefs of their hearts ?— 
If they had δεαγίς of fone, who ever had 
an beart of fiefh? Ezek. xi. 19. Do not. 


% The learned authors of the Univerfal Hiftory, 
vol. ili, -ק‎ 137, obferve, that A4o/es, amongtt other 
things, ** was forced to indulge them (the fews) 
>> in polygamy.’ —But what could this have to do 
with Abraham, Facob, and thofe who lived before 
Mofes ? It is evident that polygamy was practifed by 
she holieft of the faints, ages before A4Zo/es exited ς 
therefore, afcribing the practice of it to an indul- 
gence of Mofes, is as great a miftake, as afcribing 
the original of circumcifion to the Jaw of Mofes. 
Comp. Gen, xvii. 10--14- with John vil. 22. 

realon 
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re2fon and common-fenfe ftart back at 
fuch a fappofition ? 
Others have as abfurdly faid, ‘* that, 
9 Gop, being the fovereign, has a right 
“© to difpenfe with his own laws, and hav- 
** ing * done this, po/ygamy was no fin. 


* The elaborate No/dius, after long arguments 
upon the fubject, pro and con, of his own and other 
people’s, which may all be feen Heb. Part. Annot, 
225. concludes--Sanc?os veteres polygamos non peccafle 
coram Deo, quia habuerunt di/penfationem fpecialem 
& extraordinariam.—‘** The old faints, who were 
** polygamifts, did not fin before Gon, becaufe they 
** had a /pecial and extracrdinary difpenfation.”” Buty, 
1. Where is fuch a di/penfation recorded? 2. The 
very {uppotition of fuch a thing is as abfurd as it is 
profane ; more becoming the character of a Pope of 
Rome, than of the Hoty Gop. 3. The idea of a 
fpectal and extraordinary difpenfation to fome, and 
leaving others under the gui/t of fin, feems to be 
borrowed from the fpeech of one of the doétors 
(Solo) at the famous council of Trent, who faid, 
>> The antient fathers had many wives by difpenfa- 
** tion, and the others, who were not difpenfed 
** with, did live in perpetual fin.”— 11/0. of Council! 
of Trent, Eng. Tranf. by N. Brent, .ק‎ 671. This 
directly militates againft the univer fality of the law, 
Deut. xxi. 15, which is conceived in as general 
terms as poiflible, and moft clearly fuppofes that 
any man might have two wives. The Levirate or 
law, Deut. xxv. 5, 6. which Noldius calls a dif- 
we for marrying the brother’s wife, contrary to 

ev. Xviil. 16. is very improperly called fo, it being 
a pofitive commandment, ettablifned for a particular 
purpofe, and both the law itfelf, and the reafon 
of it are there fet down. ‘This is not,the cafe with 
polygamy, for there is no law which prohibits it, nor 
any to eftablith a partial allowance of it, 

We 
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We find particular occafional inftances 
of Gon’s difpenfing with the rigour of 
His laws on certain emergencies, and for 
particular purpofes—as in. Davin’s eat- 
ing the /hew-bread, which it. was not lawful 

jor any but the priefts to eat. Alfo in fome 

> otherinftances which might be mentioned. 
But where do we find a /0/0/ fufpenfion 
of one of the commandments of the moral 
law for ages together? If it was as great 
a fin for a man to have fwo wives, as for 
a woman to have ¢wo hufbands, why fuf- 
pend it on the part of the man, and not 
on the part of the woman? Why inva- 
riably ordain punifhment on owe fide, and 
not on the other, if each was equally fin- 
> ful againft the law itfelf? Doth Gop 
pervert gudgment ? Or doth the Almighty 
pervert juftice? Job vill. 3. Gop zs no 
refpecter of perfons. Acts x. 34. He accept- 
eth (1. ὁ. with undue and partial favour) 
no man’s perfon. Gal. 11. 6. ds many as 
have finned in the law, fhall be judged by 
the flaw, Rom. 11.13, 12. Nor is it con- 
ceivable that the righteous JUDGE oF 
ALL fhould Himfelf depart from the rule 
laid down for his vice-gerents, the judges 
of the earth,(Deut.1.17.) Ye fhall not re/pect 
_ perfons in judgment. No other account then 
" can confiftently be given of thematter, than 
what may be gathered from the uniform 
and unvaried ufe of the word נאף‎ adultery 
in 


ee 

in the feventh commandment, as relating 
to the w7e; that is to fay, as forbidding 
polygamy on her fide, but not to the 4u/~ 
band as forbidding polygamy on bis. 

Others would make the wife, holy, 
great, and good men, who were polyga- 
mifis, wholly ignorant of the law, as to 
the true meaning thereof, and fay—‘* The 
times of ignorance Gop winked at’—wrett- 
ing this text (_4éfs xvii. 30.) which {peaks 
of the blind Gentiles who were without 
the written law of Gop, and making it 
relate to the Fews, to whom were com- 
mitted the oracles of Gop. Rom. 111. 1, 2. 
But, waving this, was ABRAHAM, that 
prophet, Gen. xx. 7. whom Gop, from 
the familiar intercourfe He had with him, 
calls His * friend? (If. xli. 8.) — was 
3/0006, who fpake with Gop face to face 
(Gen. xxxii. 30.) zgnorant ? Could Mo- 
ses, the facred penman and expounder 
of the law, be zgnorant? 0 ignorant, as 
not to know its true meaning? Could 


" Gop faith, Gen. xviii. 19. Shall I hide from 
Abraham that thing which I do?—for I know him, 
that he. will command his children and his houfbold 
after him, and they fhall keep the way of the Lorn, 
to do juftice and judgment. How Abraham could 
teach others to seep the way of the Lorn, and yet 
be ignorant of it himfelf, cannot eafily be conceived. 
If the blind lead the blind, both fhall fall into the ditch. 
Matt. xv. 14. 24 


DAVID 
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Davin be zgnorant ὃ If fo, to how little 
purpofe was his fudy in it all the day long? 
Pf. cxix. 97. Are we to fuppofe Solomon 
ignorant, to whom Gop faid—Lo, I 
have given thee a wife and underftanding 
heart, fo that there was none like thee before 
thee, neither after thee fhall any arife lke 
unto thee? τ Kings 111.12. See 1 Kings 
iv. 29. &c. Comp. Matt. xii. 42. Luke 
xi. 31. Such a folution of the matter 
will more eafily prove the zgnorance of 
fuch commentators, than their aflertions 
prove ignorance in the holieit and wifeft 
men that ever lived under the light of 
the Old Teftament, where alone Gop’s 
law is to be found, and on the authority 
of which the whole New Teftament can 
only * ftand. The &ings of If/rael were 
exprefily commanded to write a copy of 
the law with their own band; it was to 
be with them, and they were to read in ut 


* Ignatius Epift. ad Philadelph. c. 8. intro 
duces a Few faying—Fav μὴ ἐν 6% ἀρχαίοις ἕυρω 
ἐν τω Ευαγγελίω καὶ riseva—nifi invenero ἴῃ antiquis 
(vaticiniis) Evangelio non credo; which 1 heartily 
affent to, thus paraphrafed—“* What I do not find 
“© in Mofes and the prophets, 111 not believe in the 
‘© cofpel.” But there is no danger of this, no ha- 
gard of being put to fuch a trial; for certainly the 
New Teftament faith none other things than Mofes 
and the prophets did fay fhould come to pafs. Acts 
xxvi. 22. See Rom. xv. 4. Luke xxiv. 44: 4.5" 


daily. 
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daily, Deut. Xvil. 18,19. The Prieffs and 


Levites could not be ignorant 5 for their 
lips were to keep knowledge, and the people 
were fo feek the law at their. mouth. Mal. 
ii. 7. As for the people, they not only 
heard the law contftantly, but were com-. 
manded to write it upon the very door- 
20/05 of their houfes. Deut. vi. 9. What. 
ever elfe, therefore, their polygamy pro-. 
ceeded from, it could. not be derived. 
from ignorance. ‘They could not be zg-. 
norant of the feventh commandment; and 
fuppofing that many of them, like their 
defcendents in later times, loft fight of. 
its: /piritual intendment, yet the meaning 
of its outward letter they could hardly be 
at a lofs for, efpecially as they mutt 
obferve its uniform and unvaried 6 
throughout the whole of their icriptures. 
If, therefore, polygamiis finned againi{t 
the /eventh commandment,’ they did “τέ 
with their eyes open ; and whofoever can 
believe that fuch men.as, we have men- 
tioned, could do this without any {cruple 
before-hand, or forrow afterwards, .. or. 
the leaft fign of repentance, muft believe 
more than, for their fakes, and the fake 
of thoufands of Gon’s faints (who though 
not mentioned as po/ygamifis, doubtlets 
were fo) I could with even to furmife, 
or than is in the leaft confiftent with the 

account 


2 
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account which we have of them in the 
holy fcriptures. 5 

I [[גו‎ only obferve farther on this 
head, of attributing the practice of poly- 
gamy by the Old-Teftament faints to zg- 
norance, that we mutt charge ignorance on 
Gon’s high-prieft ‘fehoiada, who ftands 
recorded, 2 Kings xii. and 2 Chron. xxiv. 
as one of the wifeft, beft, and greatett 
charaéters that ever lived, as lkewife 
one of the moft exemplary promoters of 
Gop’s honour, and a chief inftrurent of 
the reformation of religion in μάκαρ, in 
the reign of king * Sfeboafh. If fo, our 
charge of ignorance will not {top here, 
but even reach the Spirit of Gop Him- 
feif. For He fays, that oa/h did right 
in the fight of the Lorpv all the days of 
“tehoiada the prieft, 2 Chron. xxiv. 2. or 
(as it is 2 Kings xii. 2.) all his days, 
wherein Feboiada the prieft inftrutted him ; 
and yet we are told, ver. 3. that fehoiada 
took for him Two wives, and he begat fons 
and daughters. On whom hall the com- 
mentator fix ignorance? On Feboiada the 
high-prieft, for teaching his pupil king 
6 to be a polygamift, by taking for 
him fwo wives? or on Feboafb, who re- 
ceived them, and cobabited with them? 


% Called 10 511 alfo, 2 Chron. xxiv. 
; or 
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or on-the Holy Ghof, who bears tetti-« 
mony to the reétitude of king Feboa/h’s 
condutt, all his days wherein Fehotada the 
prieft inftructed him ? | 

The learned Bithop Patrick,on 2 Chron. 
xxiv. 3. fays, that ‘* 0220000 did not 
*> take thefe two wives for the king, but 
“« for himfelf.” Suppofing it to be fo, 
the proof of the lawfulneis of polygamy 
in ‘fehoiada’s opinion is equally ftrong. 
But this fenfe of the Bz/bop’s will hardly 
arife from the pofition and conftruction, 
of the Hebrew text: for it does not ftand 
in the order of our tranflation— And “fe- 
hotada took for him two wives—{o as to 
‘make Aim the relative to febotada ; | but 

uxores duas Jehoiada ei —stulit Et. Monz. 

Νὴ *‏ לו ows atin‏ שתים 

wives two Jehoiada himto brought And 
So that the 15 20 Aim ftands as the rela~ 
tive to the chief fubject of the preceding 
verfe, which is evidently פתגא‎ 
whofe hiftory the facred penman is here 
recording, as a part of which this action. 
of Fehotada’s is here related. 

The Bifbop is confcious of a difficulty 


* ‘The verb בשא‎ certainly fignifies to take a wife 
for one’s felf—but it alfo fignifes to take or bring a 
wife for another. See Ezra ix.2, 12. Neh. xiii. 253. 
in which paflages the word נשא‎ is ufed in both 
thefe fenfes. 


γον. Ι. H in 
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in his interpretation, arifing from ἃ con- 
ftant tradition of the ews, that the Jigh- 
prieft was to have but one wife at a time, 
which was founded on Lev. xxi. 13, 14. 
This he endeavours to get rid of by fay- 
ing—** It is not certain that ‘fehorada was 
** bigh-prieft, for he 18 every where called 
>> Feboiada the prief, and but once only, 
“« (ver. 6.) the chief.” —But this is no ar- 
gument at all againft his being Aigh-prieft ; 
for Abiathar, who was high-prieft, is no- 
where called fo in the Old Teftament, 
but always 786 prieft; fo his father .7- 
melech, as the Bifhop himfelf obferves on 
1 Sam. xxi. 1 ; fo ΕΔ, the 27700, 1 Sam. 
ii. 11; Zadoc the prief, 1 Kings ἵν. 2; 
and even Aaron himfelf, Pf xcix.6. The 
title of ראש‎ the chief, or bead, which is 
given to Yehoiada, ver. 6. fignifies cer- 
tainly more than ‘ the chief of one of 
«¢ the courfes of priefts.”—-His having 
apparently the conduct and management 

of every thing * relating to the temple, 
his anointing Aimg Fehoa/h (comp. 1 Kings 
i. 45.) and many other circumttances re- 
lated of him, befpeak him plainly to be 
no 164% than high-prieft ; and therefore 


* As well as the entire management and com- 
mand over all the Prie#s and Aevites. See a2 Chron. 


“ ΧΗ, 4-—~ 8, 
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the word ראש‎ chief, or head, denotes this 
here, as it does that Seraiah was * high- 
prieft, 2 Kings xxv. 18. For all which 
reafons it feems clear, that feboiada (who 
had before married ‘fehofhabeath, the fif- 
ter of king Abaziah, 2 Chron. xxii. 11.) 
took not thefe two wives for himfelf, but 
for king Yoa/h. 

Thefe things are too plain not to force 
conviction on the minds of many ; there- 
fore it is that they have faid, with the 
learned author of the ** Hifforical Libra 
** ry’ —** Polygamy, though not exprefily 
** allowed, is however tacitly imphed in the 
** law of Mofes.” ‘This is going farther 
than thofe I have mentioned, but yet 
does not come up to the matter. For if 
it be forbidden by the /evexth command- 
ment, or by any other law, it is as con- 
tradictory to {cripture to fay, that it was 
tacitly implied, as that it was expreftly al- 
lowed. ‘This laft is the truth; it was ex- 
prefsly allowed, and that by Gop Him/elf: a 
direct proof this, that it was not forbidden 
by the /eventh commandment, or by any 
other law, unlefs we can fuppofe the all- 
wife Gop to be fo inconfiftent with Him- 


* That Seraiah was defcended in a right line 
from Hleazar the fon of Aaron, appears 1 Chron. 
vi. 4—14. and of courfe fucceeded to the high- 
priefthood. As fuch he is regiftered. Ibid. 


H 2 felf, 
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felf, as to forbid, and yet allow, the fame 


thing under the fame circumftances.  ~ 

Some have found out, that ** polygamy 
66 was allowed for the more expeditious 
“« peopling of the world.”—Suppofing 


it 18 a means of increafing * population 
> 4 . 


* This common notion, or rather vulgar error, 
3s adopted by St. Augu/tine, De Civ. Dei. lib. xvi. 
c. 38. where, fpeaking of the antient polygamy, he 
{ays it was lawful—Quoniam multiplicanda pofteri- 
tatis caufa plures axores lex nulla probibebat. ‘* Be-~ 
>> caufe, for the fake of multiplying pofferity, no 
ἐς Jaw forbad many wives.” —But let us fuppofe tem 
men and ten women—can it be imagined, that if 
thefe ten women are each feverally married to one 
man, they are not likely to have as many children, as 
if they were all married to one of the men ? Porter, 
in his Obfervations on the Turks, fays, p. 292. 
that the number of children in Turkifh families 15 
not what the idea of polygamy fuggefts; that they 
have not, in general, fo many children as are found 
in common families of Chriffians 006 6 
even ufes this as an argument againft polycamy. On 
the other hand, many have contended for the per- 
miffion of polygamy as ** ב‎ fpeedier means of peopling 
>> the world ; it appearing, that in polygamous coun- 
> tries, people abound more than in others that are 
6 monogamous.” But 1 take the real ftate of the 
cafe, upon the whole, to be this; wherever there 
are the moft married women, there the increafe of 
the people will be the greateft. Polygamy, there- | 
fore, as tending to increafe the number of married 
women, mutt certainly tend to population, But then 
we are to fuppofe, that women who are married un- 
der polygamous contracts, would not otherwife be 
married at all; for in no other view can polygamy be 
{aid to increafe population ; in this it certainly muft.. 


(which 


[i aour ..} 


(which by the way will admit of great 
doubt) yet where was the ufe of this: 
amongit the שי‎ when, before their 
entrance into Canaan, they were as the 
Stars in heaven for multitude 2 Deut. 1. τὸ; 
and. yet polygamy did not ceafe after their 
entrance into the promifed land. 

As for all popular arguments againit 
polygamy, which the wifdom of this world 
has invented, and believed as fo many 
certain conclufions on the fide of truth, 
they equally, apply againit the wifdom. 
and holinefs of Gop ‘in allowing it, as 
againft thofe who maintain it: therefore; 
as He will be juftified in His fayings, and 
clear when He is judged, Rom. iii. 4. the 
beft anfwer which can be given, for the 
prefent, is that included in the awful 
queftion of the dpgfle, Rom. 1x. 20. 
“ Nay but, O man, who art thou that re~- 
plie againft{ Gop? Though this imme- 
diately 1018565 +0 another point, yet it is 
applicable to all the vain reafonings of 
men againit the difpenfations of Prov- 
dence, either in the natural or moral world. 
Which faid reafonings, when thoroughly 
canvaffed, and fet in their true light, wall 
appear to be neither more nor leis, than 
the pleadings of human pride, on the be- 
half of human ignorance. Our prejudices 
and our opinions reciprocally affect each 

Η 3 | other, 
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other, and, upon examination, they will 
ufually be found as much alike as the 

mage and the mold it is caftin. 
Though it be befide my defign, in this 
treatife, to confider the {ubjects thereof 
on any other footing than as they appear 
in the {criptures ; yet I will fo far depart 
from my purpofe, as to take notice of a 
popular argument again/t polygamy, which, 
in the minds of fome learned and confi~ 
derate men, has been of fuch importance, 
as to outweigh all that could be faid for 
16. It is this—‘** The males and Jemales 
** brought into the world are nearly on 
a balance, only allowing a little excefs 
on the fide of the males; whence it 
follows, that nature intends only one 
wife for the fame perfon ; if they have 
more, fome others muft * go without 
ςς any.” 


* So muft it be even upon the principle of mono- 
gamy; for if, according to thefe calculators, there 
be more ma/es than females, it is not poffible that every 
man can have a wife; fome muft go without. How- 
ever, a departure either way from the original pro- 
portion of one male and one female, deftroys all argu: 
ments which can be drawn from thence againtt po- 
lygamy > for the precedent which this might other- 
wife have been, being departed from by the Creator 
himfelf, it of courfe ceafes with refpeét to his crea- 
tures. Major Grant obferves, that a little excefs 
on the fide of the males—‘* is to make up for the 
** extragrdinary expence thereof in. war and at 


>* feq” 
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** any.” This argument, plaufible as it 
may feem, wants one effential to /oldity, 


which is ¢ruth. For faying which, I 
will, 


<¢ feq”—to which others have added, as ἃ confide- 
ration alfo, ** the laborious and dangerous employ= 
>> ments in which men are engaged, and women 
“are not.” As for war—it is written—Whence 
come wars and fightings among you? Come they not 
hence, even of your lujts (idover, the defires, after 
fenfual gratifications) which war in your members ? 
Ye luj? and have not, ye hill and defire to have, and 
cannot obtain, &c. James iv.1, 2.. So Plato in his 
Phado, ὃ το. Edit. Cantab. 1673, p. 88. καὶ yo? 
TIAL USS καὶ στάσεις καὶ UAH 2S ed ev ἀλλο παρεῖχε ἢ 
To Tope καὶ 61 Tels ἐπιθυμίαι. ςς For nothing but the 
> body and its lufts (or evil defires) produce wars, fedi~ 
> > tigns, battles.”’ Can it be reafonably fuppofed, that 
the Almighty, whofe gracious command is — Thou 
foalt love thy neighbour as thyfelf—is direéted, in the 
proportion of males and females, by the moft horrid 
and fatal proofs which men are daily giving of their 
enmity to Him and each other ! and that more men 
than women are born into the world on this ace 
count ὃ 
Thefe wars, together with the extenfion of com- 

merce, and the calls of numberléfs artificial wants 
which luxury has introduced, certainly expofe the 
lives of men to the dangers of the fea. But who 
hath required this at their hands ?—Let an Heathen 
give the anfwer : 

Necquicquam Deus abfcidit 

Prudens oceano diffociabili 

Terras, fi tamen impie 

Non tangenda rates tranfiliunt vada. 

Audax omnia perpeti 

Gens humana ruit per vetitum wefas. 


| Hor. 
Η 4 Gop 
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will, by way of juftification, tranfcribe 
a few paragraphs from Dr. ForsTEr’s 
** Odfervations during a Voyage round the 

>> World” 


Gop hath the realms of earth in vain 
Divided by th’ unhabitable main, 

1] fhips profane, with fearlefs pride, 
Bound o’er th’ inviolable tide. 

No laws, or human or divine, 

Can the prefumptuous race of man confine. 


Gop hath made man upright, but they have fought 
eut many inventions, faith Solomon, Eccl. vii. 29. 
‘To imagine that the providential difpenfations of 
the 211-165 Gop, are to be accommodated to 
‘thefe, or regulated by them, is furely too abfurd to 
‘bear an argument. | | 

As for ** laborious employments, many of which 
** are attended with danger, and which ufually fall 
>> to the fhare of the males,”’ let as many of thefe 
be felected as can be deemed neceffary, and then, 
againft them, let us fet—the many difeafes to which 
females are peculiarly liable, and to which men are 
not — let us add to thefe the peril of child-birth, 
and then, this laft fuppofed reafon for more males 
being born than females, will be as groundlefs as 
the two former. 

I fhould imagine, that no opinions whatfoever, 
however falfe and abfurd, are without having rea/ons 
given for them. Nor is it to be doubted, that a 
Ptolemaif? would give as many reafons for the /un’s 
going round the earth, as a Copernican would for the 
earth’s going roundsthe fun. . | 

The following queftion is faid to have been once 
Jaid before a certain very learned body :—Take a tub 
of water weighing one ton weight—into which put 
a falmon of thirty pounds weight ; Why will not 
the tub be fpecifically heavier than before the fifth 

was 
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ἐς World’ —publifhed 1778. This inge- 
nious author, who feems to be a moft 
ftrenuous monogamift, after {peaking of 
“© Monogamy eftablifhed in the ifles of 
*> the South Sea,” very candidly fays— 
>> But here I find myfelf obliged to 
«© confefs, that I am not as yet perfuaded 
>> of the great and univerial argument 
<< for monogamy, viz. the equal proportion 
5% of women to men; as, in my opinion, 
>> it 18 not clearly proved that this juft 
>> proportion holds place in all countries 
*> and climates. On the contrary, 1 am 
>> of opinion, that the conftitution of 
>> food and climate, and the prevailing 
>> cuftom of marrying many wives, have, 
«« by length of time, produced a confi- 
>> derable difparity between the numbers 
‘© of men. and women; fo that now, to 
«© one man, feveral women are born. 
>> This obfervation is really confirmed 
> by fact; for a// the voyagers unani- 


was put into it? The fact being taken for granted, 
produced many wife reafons for it; but none were 
thought / wife and adequate, as—Corpora non gra- 
vitant in loco fuo—therefore the fi/b being in its place 
or proper element, loft its power of adding any thing 
to the weight of the tub of water. At laft, it was 
propofed to weigh the tub, both with and without 
the filh; when, to the confufion of all their rea- 
fonings, the matter ended as the reader may con- 
ceive. 

** moutly 
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moufly agree, that among all the Afri- 


can nations porygamy is cuftomary; nor 
has any one obferved that there are 
men among thefe nations without 
wives, for every one is matched to one 


or mere females.” Here he refers to 


Bofman's ““ Defcription of the coaft of 
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Guinea,’ ** who likewife,” fays the 


06407, ‘ expreilly declares, that the 


number of women much exceeds that 
of the men.”—‘* When a polygamous 
nation lives in the neighbourhood of 
monogamous nations, there is always a 
probability that the women neceflary 
for fo many men who have more than 
one wife, are obtained by ftealth, force, 
or by commerce from the neighbour~ 
ing nations; but in frica, all the 
nations are polygamous; every man 1s 
married, and has more than one wife. 
He cannot procure thefe wives from 
the neighbouring tribes where the 
fame cuftom prevails: it is therefore, 
in my opinion, a clear and fettled 
point, that the women born among 
thefe nations muft be more numerous 
than the males. 
>> Though the colonifts at the Cape of 
Good Hope are monogamous, I obferved, 
in the various families of the town and 
** country, 
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>> country, the number of * females to 
“© prevail,”—** It has been obferved + in 
*> Sweden, more females than males have 
> been born during the latter part of 
this century—it is reported in the 
kingdom of Bantam, even ten wo- 
men are born to ove man ;” and refers 
to ** Lord Kaimes’s Hitt. of Man, vol. 1. 
** p. 176.” Monte/quieu, Spirit of Laws— 
Eng. Tranf. 4th edition, o¢tavo—vol. 1. 
P. 374. mentions this—** I confefs,” fays 
ae, “1 what hiftory tells us be true, 
*> that at Bantam there are fen women to 
'* one man, this muft be a cafe peculiarly 
*> favourable to polygamy.” 

From all this it appears to me, that, 
unlefs we can find that Gop delivered to 


* Kempfer, on numbering the people of A@eaco, in 
the kingdom of Fapan, found the females to exceed 
the males in the following proportion : 

Females, 223,573 | 
Males, 182,072 


ee σαντο ἀπο --ὦ 


: 41,501 more females תג‎ 5. 
Spirit of Laws, vol. i. p. 373 
+ How far this obfervation may hold good in this 
kingdom I know not—but, being lately on an oc- 
cafional yifit to the vicar of a country village, I had 
a curiofity to look into the parifh regifter of births ; 
1 took ten years in the latter part of the laft century, 
viz. from 1670 to 1679, inclufive, and there ap- 
peared to have been born in that {pace 19 more males 
than females. 
In the {pace between 1770 to 1779, inclufive, the 
ו‎ of females born exceeded that of the sales 
7 27. 
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Mojfes as many different. laws to govern 
the-actions of His reafonable creatures, 
as there are different parts of the globe 
inhabited by them, fo as that there is 
one law for the inhabitants of Afia and 
Africa, and another for thofe of Europe, 
this fort of arguments, drawn from the 
outward appearances of things in different 
parts of the world, proves nothing -om 
either fide of the queftion, but the ex- 
ceeding 1 ignorance of mankind. as touch- 
ing the acts and difpenfaticns 01 that 
INFINITELY wise Beinc, whofe, judg- 
ments are unfearchable, and Hiss 2 py 
PUES out! Rom. xi. 33. 

Fhe beft.and fairett, and 6 the 
only way to φεΐ δὲ the truth, on this as 
on every other occafion where religion is 
concerned, is to day alide prejudice, from 
whatever quarter it maybe derived, and 
to let the Bible {peak for itfelf. Then 
we 111312 fee that polygamy, notwithftand- 
ing the event commandment, was al- 
lowed by Gov Hinfelf, who, however 
others tnight miftake it, muft infallibly 
know. His own mind, be perfectly ac- 
quainted with His own wil/, and tho- 
roughly underftand His own Jaw. If 
He did not intend to allow polygamy, but 
to prevent or condemn it, either by the 
feventh commandment, or by fome other 

law, 
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law, how is it poflible that He thould 


make laws for its regulation, any more | 
than He fhould make laws for the regu- 
lation of theft or murder? How is it 
conceivable that He fhould give סנ‎ 
countenance to it, or fo exprefs His ap- 
probation of it, as even to work miracles 
in fupport of it? For the making a wo- 
man fruitful who was naturally darren, 
mutt have been the effect of fupernatural 
power.—He bleffed, and ina diftinguifhed 
manner owned the iffue—and declared it 
legitimate to all intents and purpofes. If 
this be not allowance, what is? As to 
the frf, namely, his making laws for 
the regulation of polygamy, let us confider 
what is written, Exod. xxi. το. If be 
(i.e. the hufband) take him another wife 
(not--in fo doinghe fins againft the feventh 
commandment, recorded in the preceding 
chapter—but) 2 food, her raiment (1. ¢. 
of the firtt wife) and her duty of marriage, 
he {hall not diminifh. Were Gop pofitively 
forbids a negleé?, much more the divorcing 
or putting away the firf wife, but charges 
no fin on taking the fecond. 

2dly. When ‘facob married Rachel fhe 
was barren, and fo continued for many 
years ; but Gop did not leave this as a 
punifhment upon her for marrying a man 
who had another wife. It is faid, Gen. 
“xxx. 22. that Gop remembered Rachel; 


ana 
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and Gov hearkened unto ber—and opened 
Ler womb—and fhe conceived and bare a 
Jon—and faid, Gov hath taken away my 
reproach, Surely this paffage of fcripture 
ought to afford a complete anfwer to 
thofe who bring the words of the mar- 
riage-bond, as cited by 018182, 
xix. They twain fhall be one flefh, to prove 
polygamy finful; and fthould lead us to 
con{true them, as by this inftance, and 
many others, the Lawciver Himfelf 
appears to have done; that is to fay, 
where a woman, not betrothed to another 
man, unites herfelf in perfonal knowledge 
with the man of her choice, let that 
man's /ituation be what it may— they 
twain fhall be one flefo. How otherwife 
do we find fuch a woman as Rachel, 
united to Yacob, who had a wife then 
living, praying to Gop for a bleffing on 
her intercourfe with 70000, and Gop 
hearkening unto her, opening her womb, re- 
moving her barrennefs, and thus, by 
miracle, taking away her reproach? We 
alfo find the offspring legitimate, and in- 
heritors of the land of Canaan; a plain 
proof that Yofeph and Benjamin were no 
bafiards, or born out of lawful marriage. 
See a like palpable inftance of Gop’s mi- 
raculous blefiing on polygamy in the cafe 
of 1100200, 1 Sam. i. and ii. — Thefe 
inftances ferve alfo to prove, that, in 

Gop’s 
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Gop’s account, the fecond marriage is 
juft as valid as the f/f, and as obligatory, 
and that our making it /e/s fo, is contra- 
dictory to the divine wifdom. 

gdly. Gop blefled and owned the 
iffue. How eminently this was the cafe 
with regard to ‘Yoféph, fce Gen. xlix, 
22—26; to Samuel, fee 1 Sam. ill. 19. 
It was exprefsly commanded, that a da/- 
tard, or fon of a woman who was with 
child by * whoredom, fhould not exter in- 
to the congregation of the 1,080, even to 
his tenth generation. Deut. xxiii. 2. But 
we find Samuel, the offspring + of polyga- 
my, miniftring to the Lorn in the taber- 
nacle at Shi/oh, even in his very childhood, 
cloathed with a linen ephod before Ext the 
prieft. See this whole hiftory, 1 Sam. i. 
and ii. Who then can doubt of Samyel’s 
legitimacy, confequently of Gop’s a/low- 
ance of, and bletling on polygamy? If 
fuch fecond marriage was in Gop’s ac- 
count zull and void, as a fin againft the 
original law of marriage, the /eventh com-= 
mandment, or any other law of Gop, no 
mark of /egitimacy could have been found 
on the iffue; for a zu// and void marriage 
is tantamount to mo marriage at all; and 
if no marriage, no legitimacy of the iffue 


can poffibly be. Inftead of fuch a blef- 


* en mopvns. LXX, 
+ See Appendix, N° τὶ vol, ii. 
fing 
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fing as 110202 obtained, we fhould have 
found her and her hufband Elkanah 
charged with adultery, dragged forth and 
fioned to death; for {o was adultery to be 
punithed. All this furnifhes us with a 
conclufive proof, that the having more 
than one wife with which a man coha- 
bited, was not adultery in the fight of 
Gop; or, in other words, that it never 
was reckoned by Him any fin again{t the 
feventh commandment, the original mar- 
riage-inftitution, or any other law whatfo- 
ever. 

Athly. But there is a paflage (Deut. 
xxi. 15.) which is exprefs * to the point, 
4nd amounts to a demonftration of Gop’s 
allowance of polygamy. If a man have 
Two wives, one beloved and another’ 
hated, and they have borne him children, 
both the beloved and the hated, and if the 
frft-born be her's that was hated, then it 
fhall be, when he maketh his fons to inherit 
that which he bath, that δὲ may not make 
the fon of the beloved jirft-lorn before the 
fon of the hated, which 1s indeed the firft- 
born, by giving him a double portion of all 
that he hath; for he ts the beginning of bis 
firength, and the right of the firfi-born is 
bis. wrt | 

+ >> Flerein is ב‎ law, tacitly implied at leaft, for 
>> ἃ man to have two wives.” Ant, Univ. ΗΠ. 
vol. 11}. Pp. 141. 

On 


| ₪ 
On the footing of this law, the mar- 
tiage of 2022 women is equally /aw/u/, 
Gop calls them both wives (for fo the 
"= word נשיכם‎ mutt be rendered in this place, 
as the context fhews plainly) and He can’t 
be miftaken, if He calls them (0 they cer- 
tainly were fo. If the fecond wife bore 
the firft fon, that fon was to inherit be- 
fore a fon born afterwards of the fi? wife. 
Here the iffue is exprefsly deemed /egztz- 
mate, and inheritable to the double portion 
of the firft-born ; which could not be, if 
the fecond marriage were not deemed. as 
lawful and valid as 6ם+‎ 
= The wifdom of this world, as at prefent 
conftituted, would fay—the man was an 
adulterer—the fecond wife an adultere/s— 
our law would make the man a fe/on—our 
ecclefiaftical courts would pronounce. the 
fecond marriage null and void—the iffue 
would be baffardized—and our devout peo- 
ple would lift up their hands and eyes, - 
and deem the whole a monftrous piece of 
wickednefs! Which view of the matter 
is moft agreeable to the mind and wii] of 
Gop, mutt be left to the judicious reader 
to determine. 

But farther. Τὸ fay that polygamy is 
finful (for if it ever was it certainly zs, and 
if ever it was not it certainly zs not, unlefs 
fome pofitive law hath made an alteration, 

Vor. 1. I Qr 
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or unlefs good and evil change their -גת‎ 
ture by length of time, like the fafhion 
of our cloaths) 18 to make Gop the au- 
thor of fin; for not to * forbid that which 
is evil, but even to countenance and pro- 
mote it, 1s being fo far the author of it, 
and acceffary to it in the higheft degree. 
—And fhall we dare to fay, or even to 
think, that this is chargeable on Him 
who is of purer eyes than to bebold evil, and 
who cannot look on iniquity? Hab. 1. 13. 
Gop forbid! 

When He is upbraiding Davin, by 
the prophet Nathan, for his ingratitude 
towards His mighty benefactor, (2 Sam. 
xii.) He does it in the following terms: 
ver. 8. 1 Gave > THEE thy mafler’s houfe,. 

and 

* Puffendorf, Ὁ. vi. c. 1. § 16. obferves, that 
“Ὁ the Afofaical law was 10 far from forbidding this 
>> cuftom, that it feems תג‎ feveral places to fuppofe 
66 it;” and refers to Deut. xxi. 15. xvii. 16, 17. 
and 2 Sam. xii. 8. 

+ When £/au met "72602 with his wives and chil- 
dren, he afked—who are thofe with thee? and Facob 
faid—The children which Gon hath GRACIOUSLY 
GIVEN thy fervant. Gen. xxxiii. 5. Now, can we 
fuppofe that Gon’s gracious gifts are beftowed on 
acts of rebellion againit His pofitive laws? Yet we 
muft either fuppofe this, or that ‘facob’s polygamy 
was no tranfgreflion of the law.—See Gen. xxx. 16, 
17, 18, another remarkable inftance of Gonp’s {pe- 
cial blefling on polygamy. 

‘The mention of E/aw reminds me of a remarkable 
part of his hiftory. He took two wives, both Hit- 

tites, 
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and thy MASTER’s WIVES INTo THY 
Bosom, and I gave thee the houfe of 15- 


tites, idolatrefles—which were a grief of mind unto 
Ifaac, and to Rebekah. Gen. xxvi. 34, 35- But 
whence arofe this grief of mind in E/au’s parents ? 
Not on account of his polygamy, but becaufe he had 
married heathen women; as is clear from xxvii. 463 
therefore “facob is fent to Padan-Aram, that he 
might not take a wife of the daughters of Canaan, 
but of his mother’s family ; and when Efau faw that 
the daughters of Canaan pleafed not Ifaac his fathery, 
he went and took a wife of the daughters of LIfhmael, 
unto the wives which he had—but we hear of no la- 
mentation of //aac and Rebekah over this frefh ad of 
polygamy. As for facob, we read of his return out 
of Syria with no lefs than four wives —that when he 
came to Mahanaim, and heard of Efau’s approach, he 
rofe up that night, ahd took his two wives, and bis 
two women-fervants (called alfo his wives—See Gen. 
XxX. 4, 9.) and his eleven fons, and paffed over the 
brook ‘Fabbock. Gen. xxxii. 22. And Facob was left 
alone, and there wrefiled a man with him, &c. This 
man 15 Called אלהיכם‎ ver. 30. Gon.; in Hof. xii. 4. 
מלאך‎ an angel; and ver. 5. the Lord God of LHofts—- 
which, all put together, fhews us, that it was not a 
mere man, nor created angel, but מלאך יהוה.‎ the angel 
JEHOVAH—the meffenger of the covénant, Mal. iii. x. 
who appeared often in an human form under the 
Old Teftament, in token of His future incarnation 
under the New Teftament, even the man, the Gop- 
man, CHRIST JeEsus—He who is reprefented b 
commentators as ranking polygamy with adultery, 
Matt. xix. 9. But what was his condué towards 
Jacob ?—Doth He reprove him for the ,/x of poly- 
gamy, in which he was living? No— He faid, Thy 
name fhall no more be called Facob, but Lfrael; for as 
a prince haft thou power with Gon and ‘with mens 
and haft prevailed—and he BLESSED him there, Comp. 
Deut. xxvii. 26, and Gal. iii. 10, ᾿ | 
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RAEL זוה שט[000%‎ and if that had been: 
too little, I would moreover have given thee 
fuch and fuch things. . 
‘Can we fuppofe Gop giving more wives 
than one into Davip’s bofom, who already- 
had more than one, if it was /2 in Davip 
to take them ? Can we imagine that Gop 
fhould thus. tranfgrefs (as it were) His 
own commandment in oe inftance, and 
yet fo feverely reprove and chaftife Da- 
vip for breaking it in another? Is it not 
rather plain, from the whole tranfaction, 
that Davip committed mortal fin in τα -᾿ 
ing another /ving man’s wife, but none 
in taking the widows of the deceafedSaut? 
that therefore, though the law of Gop 
condemned the fr, yet it did not con- 
demn the fecond? | . 
.This paflage of 2 60. וא‎ 8. is fo 
_ conclufive a’ proof of Gop’s allowance of 
polygamy, that writers on the other fide 
of the queftion have not been able to get 
rid of it, but by a downright’corruption 
of the text. Inftead of the plain, ob- 
vious, and literal meaning of the word 
חיק‎ which ‘fignifies the *“dreaf? or bofom, 
““ from the throat tothe pit of the ftomach,” 
have .conftrued it into power, and would 
tell ₪6 that. ‘* Gop gave\SauL’s «wives 
‘s-into Davip’s power as ἃ /fovereign, not 
**into his 20/20 as an 20/2000." 
ל‎ | ‘¢ Take 
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+ Take this expreffion in its ftrongeft 
>> and moft 157162 fenfe” (fays the late re- 
verend and learned Dean Delaney, in a 
book called ““ Reflections on Polygamy,” 
printed at London, 1737, under the 
name of Phileleutherus Dublinienfis) “as 
>> where Sarai tells. Abram that fhe had 
> given her maid into his bofom, (Gen. xvi. 
56 ¢.) what more can be meant by it, 
*> than that fhe gave her into his power ?”’ 
We have but to look at the whole con- 
text of that paflage, and this learned 
man’s queftion receives a full and explicit 
anfwer,and his wholeargumentan abfolute 
refutation. Gen. xvi. 1. &c, Now SARAT, 
ABRAM’s wife, bare him no children, and fhe 
had an handmaid, an EGYPTIAN, whofe 
name was 110 ;אב‎ and SARaAt faid unto 
ABRAM, Behold now the Lorv: bath re- 
firained me from bearing, I pray thee Go * 
IN UNTO MY MAID, it may be that 1 

muy 


* The fequel of this chapter feems to afford, to 
every candid mind, a very.conclufive proof, that 
this propofal of polygamy to Abram by his wife Saraz, 
was not finful, neither Abram’s complying with it 
in the leaft difpleafing to Gop ; for on Hagar’s de- 
parture from Sarai, on account of bard ufage, ver. 6. 
the angel of the Lorw recommends it to her to re- 
turn, and promifes to multiply her feed exceedingly, 
that it Jhould not be numbered for multitude—tells her 
fhe foould bear a fon—\3—which promife was ful- 

1 3 filled, 
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may OBTAIN CHILDREN BY HER. And 
ABRAM kearkened unto the voice of Sa- 
RAI: ond SARAI, ABRAM’s wife, took 
Hacar her maid, the Agyptian, and gave 
her to ABRAM fo be u1s wiFE (τ Ὁ) and 
δὲ WENT IN UNTO HaGar, and fhe con- 
ceived ; and when fhe faw that fhe had con- 
cerved, her mifire/s was defpifed in ber eyes: 
and SARAY faid unto ABRAM, My wrong 
be upon thee; 1 HAVE GIVEN MY MAID 
INTO THY BOSOM, and when fhe faw that 
fhe had conceived, I was defpifed in ber eyes ; 
the Lord judge between me and thee. This 
{cripture 1s too plain to need any com- 
ment. I will therefore, after obferving 
that חיק‎ no more fignifies power, than it 
fignifies an 20/5, only add, that if Saux’s 
dives had not been given into Davrp’s 
bofom, in the plain and * ufual fenfe of 
that expreflion, the circumftance itfelf 
could not have afforded that ftriking ag- 
gravation, fo beautifully intimated in Na- 
than’s parable, of the rich man’s Sparing 


filled, ver. 15. Now for all this to happen, in 
fupport of, and as a blefling upon, a polygamous mar- 
riage, if fuch marriages were finful, and of courfe 
abominable in the eyes of Gon, is, 1 freely own, 
paft every notion which 1 have conceived of the 
Seripture-charaéier of the holy Gop of Ffrael. See 
Gen. xvii. 20. | 

* Deut. xiii. 6. ישא אשת חיקך.‎ finus tui. Mont, 
The wife of thy 20/07. 


5 ta 
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«ἦα take of bis own flock, and bis own herd, 
to drefi for the wayfaring man that was 
come unto him, but taking the poor .man’s 
tamb, &e. | 
The ,16371660 Dean, as well as’ fome 
other commentators on this famous paf- 
fage, go 1 farther, and tell us, Da- 
‘vip could not enjoy thefe widows of 
9 תש‎ as.wives, becaufe in fo doing he 
-would have committed znceff, they be- 
ing mothers-in-law to 110120, 8 
daughter, who was Davin’s wife. זט‎ 
where.is fuch an union forbidden? I 
have carefully examined the degrees. of 
affinity and confanguinity wherein marriage 
is forbidden, and do find a man muit not 
marry his own mother-in-law, (Lev. Xvi. 
8.) but as to his wife's mother-in-law, 
-there is not a trace of fuch an impediment. 
As for MicHAL’s own mother, 1116, if liv- 
‘ing, muft be, put out of the queftion. 
See Lev. xvili. 17. | : | 
Thefe things being 602006060, the ob- 
 fervations of fuch commentators evaporate 
into juft what NaTuan’s parable and re- 
monitrance muft do, fuppofing fuch cri- 
ticifms to be true; that is to fay, into— 
nothing at all. Davin’s ingratitude to 
Gop, and to his * wortTuy URIAH— 


-* 2 Sam. xxiii. 39. 
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were not fo marked by NaTuAn, becaufe- 
Davip had a number of women whom 
he could ot enjoy; but becaufe he might 
have enjoyed them whenever he 1631660 : 
therefore his taking URrau’s wife was the 
more inexcufable, and his. rebellious in- 
gratitude againft Gop, who gave him fo 
many women into his bofom, the more ag- 

gravated. ἢ 2 | 
Thefe truths have not failed univer- 
fally in their influence, but have forced 
themfelves into the confciences of fome; 
who, not being able to refift their con- 
viction, have confeffed that ‘* Polygamy 
“4 was allowed of Gop to the ews, but yet 
*> 16 is * forbidden to Chriftians’”—which 
is juft as true as if it was faid, that * the 
*> people under the Old Teftament were 
** men and. women, but Cérif/lians + are 
‘nots 


* Polygamy is prohibited among Chri/tians, but 
was allowed, by Divine appointment, among the 
Fews. Chambers, Tit. Polygamy. 

+ Or to fay with fome of the antient fathers, who 
were wifer than the fcriptures, that the crefcite & 
multiplicamini of the Old Teftament has nothing 
to.do with Chriftians under the New Teftament— 
Quia hodie, repleto mundo, non tam neceflarium 
quam olim; and again—hoc dictum pertinere ad 
tempora ante Chriffum, non ad nos qui alio vivimus 
zvo—mundum jam non defiderare illud crefcite ₪ 
multiplicamini. ** The command— Be fruitful and 
>> multiply, &c. is not neceflary, as once it was, 

| >*% 6 
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>> not;” for to fuppofe that the Auman 
fpecies is changed, is not more abfurd, 
than to fuppofe a change either of the 
original defign of Gop in the inftitution 
of marriage, or of the fenfe and meaning 
of the feventh commandment, as forbid- 
ding or condemning that ποτοῦ, which was 
not forbidden or condemned, either by the 
one or the other, for fo many ages Je/ore. 
As for the pofitive law of the /eventh com- 
mandment, it is attended with fuch pains 
and penalties in the breach of it, ‘that it 
is impoflible but that fome inftance of 
Gonp’s difapprobation of polygamy mutt 
have been met with, had that been within 
the meaning of it; otherwife the abfur- 
dity muft follow, of fuppofing a fufpen- 
-fion of this law for 1500 years after it 
was ordained of Gop, delivered to Mo- 
jes, and by him to the people at Mount 
Sinai—and all this for the indulgence of 
mortal fin in one fex, while it was pu- 

nifhed with death in the other. , 

In the firft place, I would obferve in 
general, that po/ygamy, in its proper fenfe, 
as practifed under the Old Teftament by 
the people of Gon ; that is, the taking 


>> becaufe the world is filled with people.-—That 
>> belonged to the times before CHRisT, not to us 
>> who live in another age—the world now wants 
“© not that—Increafe and multiply.” 


. ZWO 
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‘¥wo wives together at once, or one to ano- 
ther, and cohabiting with both, is not fo " 
much as * mentioned any where, that I~ 
can find, from the frf chapter of Saint 
Matthew to the Jaf of the Revelation of 
Saint ‘fobn, 16101106 : therefore it can- 
not be faid to be + condemned. The fa- 
mous paflage in Matt. xix. which has 
been already confidered, and will be more 
fully hereafter, certainly relates. to 1 d- 
‘vorce, and, properly f{peaking, not to po- 
Sycamy ; for this, fimply confidered, does 
not come in queftion. ‘The people there, 
fo far from intending polygamy, meant 
nothing lefs, fer they meant to have 
but one wife at a time; elfe why were they 
for divorcing one, in order to take || ano- 
éher ? ‘Their fin. was this, not.the taking 


* Unlefs incidentally, ז‎ Tim, iti. 2..1 Tit. i. 6. 
where nothing is faid, either good or bad, as te the 
matter itfelf, 

+ Judge Blaok/tone fays, very gravely—Comm. 
vol. i. p. 436. ** Polygamy is eondemned.by the law 
66 of the New Te/tament.”’ 1 

1 So our tranflators undoubtedly thought; for in 
the fummary of the contents printed at the head of 
the chapter, they only fay—*‘* CurisT an{wereth the 
*> Pharifees concerning divorcement.” ver. 3—10. 
So Mark x. 2. ** Touching divorcement.” 

|| Here the word ἄλλην, Matt. xix. 9. is fuppofed 
to fignify another (i. e. any other woman) according 
to our tranflation. But that this may not be. the 
fenfe of it, fee after. 


and 
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and cohabiting with more than one at a 
time. They imagined themfelves ץ//2070‎ 
free from the Μη), before they married 
the fecond. | : 

Τῆς New Teftament was not to intro- 
duce a mew Jaw concerning this, nor any 
thing elfe. Nothing is to be found there 
which was not in the Old Teftament, 
only as to the manner ; the matter is one 
and: the fame. Otherwife, how could 
Paul derive any ftrength to his argument, 
Gal. ili. 10. by citing the fanétion of 
the o/d law, to prove the neceflity of /a/- 
vation by grace? If the law be in a fingle 
inftance altered, or changed in one fingle 
point, how can it be faid by an infpired 
apofile of Curist—Curfed is every one that 
continueth not 27 ALL THINGS which are 
written in the book of the law to do them? 
—which, as it never had, fo it never can 
have but one fenfe and meaning; and our 
Lorp fhews, that it not only condemned 
the 007, but the very thought of adultery. 
Did it only begin to do this, when 
> Curist faid, Whofoever looketh upon a 
woman to luft after her, hath already 
committed adultery with ber in his heart ? 
Matt. v. 28. (but then this muft mean 
fuch a woman * as adultery could be 

committed 

* The word (מעש]‎ like the Hebrew אש‎ is cer- 


tainly a general term, and fignifies a woman, as dif- 
tinguifhed 
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committed with, fuppofing the shoughr 

brought forth into ad). And does not 

the Old Teftament fay the fame thing? 
| What 


tinguifhed from a man; and in this fenfe it is ufed 
Matt. xiv. 21. Adis v. 14. & al freq. 

But this cannot be the fenfe of it here ; for if it 
be finful to 2004 with 00/74 on any woman whatfo- 
ever, then it would be finful for a man to defire his 
own wife, to whom he is actually married, or a 
virgin to whom he is contracted; and this would 
1636 us into all the abfurdities of the antient mi/oga- 
= mifis, who held marriage itfelf to 6 

In this place, therefore, it certainly means a wa- 
man confidered as related to a man; and that, whe- 
ther betrothed or efpoufed only (See Matt. i. 20, 24. 
Luke ii, 5.) or that hath cohabited with her hufband, 
(Luke i. 5, 13, 18.) for with no other can adultery 
be committed ; and it is very evident that our Sa- 
viour’s difcourfe is on that fubje& ; as forbidden and 
condemned by the feventh commandment, which He 
is explaining. | 

Τύνη in the New Teftament, like אשה‎ alfo in the 
Old Teftament, is the term made ufe of to denote a 
married woman—when others are defigned, we meet 
with xopzctov, a damfel, Fr. damoifelle—aapbevos, a 
virgin—xXnpe, ἃ widow—but I believe it would be 
difficult to find a fingle paflage in the New Tefta- 
ment, where Juri is ufed neceflarily to denote an 
namarried woman. μεμέριςαι ἢ [υνὴ © ἡ παρθένος, 
χ Cor. vii. 24. Afterwards the σάρθενος is called 
ayey@—the fur, Jauncaca. 

For want of fuch diftinction, fome commentators, 
by letting their own imaginations loofe, have filled 
thofe of many readers with matter of fore diftrefs 
and bondage of confcience, as if the defire after any 

vmale whatfoever, came within what they call the 
fpiritual import of the feventh ב‎ 
once 
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What 015 is the meaning of τῆς ἑρηεδ᾽ 
commandment, which fays, Thou fhalt not 
covet thy neighbour's wife? or of Prev. 
XXIV. Ὁ. 


1 6סתס‎ knew a gentleman, who often affured me, 
that he never approached his own wife, without find- 
ing a fecret uneafinefs in his mind, left he was doing 
wrong. He was a great admirer of what are called 
fpiritual expofitors. Thefe are, too often, a fpecies: 
of commentators, who, neglecting the fcriptural fenfe 
and meaning of the original, wander into every con- 
ceit which a warm, or perhaps a wild imagination 
may fugeeft, from the found of words in a tranfla- 
tion. Some inftances of this have been given in 
this work, and as many more might be given, 
as would furnifh ample materials for a work by 
itfelf. 

- Such people there always were.—We read of a 
166% of Pharifees, who were called Talp@ or Moles, 
becaufe they walked about with their eyes fhut or 
blindfolded, left they fhould behold a woman ; and, 
fays my author—/ape in muros impegerint & fanguis 
profufus fuerit—‘* They often got bloody nofes by 
>> running againft walls.” See Chriftoph. Gerfon, 
in Talmud. p. 24. : 

Weare told of a Fefuit, called Alphonfus Rodi- 
cius, who, though he ferved at the mafs 44 years, 
and had given abfolution to thoufands, had never 
beheld the face of a woman in all that time. Ge- 
neal. Mar. 31 Od. p. 577. 

Another was fo pious, and fo avoided the fight of 
all women, that he would not even fee his own mo- 
ther. 1b,—To what does this amount?—A delufion 
of the Devil—an arraignment of the wifdom and ho- 
Jinefs of the CREa’'ToR in our formation, by con- 
demning as evil, thofe appetites, which He hath 
_ implanted in our nature, for the purpofe of incite- 
ment to marriage, and, of courfe, to the continu- 

ance 
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xxiv. 9. The thought of foolifhnefe is fin? 
The word זמת‎ which we tranflate 6 
thought, fignifies a wicked imagination, 

prava 


ance of the human 266165. To avoid fuch errors, one 
fafe rule may be laid down, viz. That no defire is, 
or can be unlawful, but where the object of it is un-. 
éawful for us to poffefs. Let us keep to this, and 
then we fhall not be whittling away the ftrong, no- 
ble, manly fenfe of feripture, into the ridiculous 

whims and fancies of vifionaries and enthufiafts. 
Notwithftanding the length of this note, 1 can- 
not help taking notice of a text, which is fuppofed 
to be the ground of the Yalpean aufterity aboye- 
mentioned, and which is as likely to be abufed to the 
purpofes of /e/f-righteoufne/s, as that of Matt. v. 28. 
{t is that of Fob xxxi. 1. 7 made a covenant with 
mine eyes, why then fhould I think upon a maid? Fob 
is aflerting his integrity with refpect to many cir- 
cumftances of his life and converfation, and among 
the reft, with regard to flefhly incontinence; and this 
chapter begins with—J have made a covenant with. 
mine eyese—A INA על‎ ANS ΠῚ-- Εἰ quid confideraba 
in wirgine. Mont. Our tfanflation is near enough 
the original, to give us the fenfe of it; however, 
that /enfe muft be interpreted according to the ana- 
logy of the 0/0/06 law, and not according to the 
mere found of the words; for Fob (ver. 2, 3.) fhews 
us, that he means to exprefs a very grievous offence, 
fuch as excludes from all portion of Gon, and inhe- 
ritance in the kingdom of heaven (Comp. 1 Cor. vi. 9.) 
and which bringeth deffruction on workers of fuch 
iniquity. "This is fufficient to make it impofiible 
that Fob can fpeak the truth, if nothing more is 
meant than is literally expreffed. "In the firft place, 
‘Fob had made no fuch covenant, &c. as not to think 
ona maid, for he had married one. Secondly, this 
can be no fin, fimply confidered in itfelf; for if fo, 
men 
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prava aut mala cogitatio. Mont.—an evil 
thought. The faw is fpiritual, fays Paul, 
1 bad not known tuft (i. e. known it to be 
evil) except the law had faid, Thou fhalt not 


men muft plunge into fin, or there muft be an end 
of the world; which but ill agrees with—INcCREASE 
and multiply, &c. 

Some have therefore conftrued this to mean, that 
Fob was content with one wife, and verged not to- 
wards concubinage or polygamy.—Neither of thefe 
were forbidden or condemned by the daw, but, as has 
been fhewn at large, practifed openly by the greatefk 
faints, and allowed and 16166 of Gon; therefore 
cannot anfwer to ver. 2, 3. | 

For which reafons, this text is very difficult to 
interpret, agreeably to the analogy of faith, unlefs 
the word בתולה‎ maid, or virgin, be taken here, for 
what it certainly imports elfewhere, --בתולה ארשה‎ 
virgo defponfata—a betrothed or efpoufed virgin, who 
ftill was called ΠΣ. See Joel i. 8. and perhaps 
Jer. ii. 32. Comp. If. וא[‎ 10. latter part. See 
Deut. xxii. 235 245 25. 

That 702 fhould not fuffer himfelf to think on 
(1. 6. fo as to defire) fuch a one, is of a piece with 
what he fays, ver. 0, 10, 113 123 for fuch a one 
was, in the eye of the law, another man’s wife. Deut. 
.וו‎ 23,24. So that Zod is not to be underftood as 
making tran/greffion where there is no law, like the 
Talpe and the ‘Fe/uits above-mentioned ; but as pro= 
tefting his innocence with refpe& to adultery, in 
every fenfe of the word, as not fuffering himfelf to 
look on, fo as to luf? after, a virgin betrothed, much 
lefs to commit 007061 adultery, by defiling his neigh= 
bour’s wife. ver. 9, 10, 11, 12. | | 

Solomon “Farchi conftrues the paflage very liberally 
indeed, or rather paraphrafes it thus, viz. τς 7 made 
“‘ a covenant, &c. that 1 would have no knowledge 
* of any man’s wife.” See 072700000 on Job, 
vol. 5 ps 425. 
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covet. Rom. vii. 7. Therefore, when 
our Saviour preached on the Mount, He 
did not make, ordain, or publifh any 
new law, nor did he make the law more 
fpiritual than when publifhed at Mount 
Sinai; but he fet it forth, and vindicated 
it from the falfe glofles of the Scribes and 
Pharifees, who, in their teaching, dwelt 
on the outward letter only, throwing ἃ. 
veil of ob{curity over its /piritual fenfe 
and meaning. The /eventh command- 
ment was juft as /piritual under the Old 
Teftament as under the New. The very 
thought of adultery in Davip, was as fin- 
ful as it would have been in Saimt Paul. 
How then can it be imagined, that the 
commandment againft adultery meant not 
as much in the times of Mo/es and the 
prophets, as in the days of CuristT and 
His Apofiles? or, in other words, as 
much under the Old Teftament as under 
the New? How can it be thought to 
condemn any thing amongft C4rifizans, 
which it did not equally condemn amongtft 
the. fews ὃ Whatfoever things the law 
faith, it faith to them that are under the 
law (whether ews or Chriftians) that 
every mouth may be flopped, and all the 
qworld become guilty before Gov. Rom. ili. 
ig. If then the law ever condemned po- 
lygamy as adultery, whoredom, or fornica- 
| | tion, 
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tion, it certainly does it mow; but, as 
hath been fhewn, it never did condemn 
it in any one inftance, not only from the 
beginning, by any conftruction put onthe 
original marriage-inflitution, but alfo for 
1500 years together after the giving the 
law at Mount Simaz; therefore it never 
has condemned 16 fince: for CuHRisT 


ΠΟ gave no mew meaning to this or any other 


of the commandments, but only vindi- 
cated and reftored the o/d. What was 
murder is zow murder—what was theft 
is mow theft— what was adultery is now 
adultery—and what was none of thefe, zs 
ftill none of thefe. 

Gop’s Jaw is His will, and His wi// is 
His Jaw; a change of ome muft infer a — 
change in the other, and either of thefe 
a change in HimseExr: an.idea which is 
wholly irreconcileable with the /cr7pture- 
character of Gop, with whom there ts no 
variablene/s, neither any fhadow of turning. 
“fames \. 17. 

Men may cobble, and vamp, and al- 
ter, and repeal laws, and indeed it mutt 
be fo, as mifchiefs, which efcape all hu- 
man prefcience and forefight, muft daily 
arife; but it cannot be fo with Omni- 
SCIENCE. d/l things are prefent and open 
to Him. Heb. iv. 13. He ordained the 
propagation of mankind—He 0/0/20 them, 

Vor. 1. K and 
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and faid unto them, Be fruitful, and mul- 
= tiply, and replenifh the earth. Gen. i. 28. 
He made the woman, and drought her to 
the man, and 310---/1 man fhall cleave to 
his wife, Gen. il. 22, 24. (by which ex- 
preflion, according to St. Paul's * inter-- 
pretation, 1 Cor. vi. 15, 16. is meant 
the 86% of copulation or marriage) and 
they fhall be one flefb—thus creating be- 
tween them fo indiffoluble a bond, as 
never to be divided more. Though thefe 
words were fpoken immediately by 
Apam, yet, doubtlefs, he fpake under 
the influence of the divine Spirit, as may 
appear from CuRIsT’s manner of apply- 
-ing the words, Matt. xix. 4, 5. and may 
therefore, as what Moses and the pro- 
bets fpake under the fame holy influence, 
be 07160 --** 7126 word of Gon.” The. 
‘circumfcription and regulation of the 
whole, was provided for by fixed, deter- 
mined; and immutable laws, calculated 
for all times, places, and ages of the 
world, wherein He fhould be pleafed to. 
make then known. Thefe laws, on the 
eftablifhment of the church, on its deli- 
verance out of AUGyPT, were given to, 
Moses, and enforced and explained by 
him, and the fubfequent prophets, under _ 


> % See before, 19, 205. and nete. 


the 
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the imimédiate command and teaching of 
Gop; and continue, like the Joly Law- 
giver Himfelf, one and the fame for ever. 
Who may matry together, and who may 
not—what is a lawful marriage in Gop’s 
account, and what is not fo, was not left 
to the uncertain or prefumptuous deter- 
minations of mankind, but immutably 
fixed by written laws of Gop. To thete 
it is our bounden duty to conform, and 
to fay to all fubfequent inventions of 
men, as well thofe which forbid marriage 
entirely, as thofe who would put a/funder 
thofe whom Gon hath joined together, under 
pretence of greater purity 6םג‎ 
as the angel, did to Perer, Acts x. 15. 
What Gon hath cleanfed, that call thou nat 
common or unclean. 

I have mentioned the law being ex- 
plained by the prophets. Thefe were -צ6‎ 
traordinary meflengers which Gop raifed 
up and fent forth under a fpecial com- 
miflion; not only to foretell things to 
come, but to preach to the people, to hold 
forth the aw, to point out their defec-~ 
tions from it, and to call them to repen- 
tance, under the fevereft terms of Gop’s 
difpleafure, unlefs they obeyed. Their 
commiffion, in thefe refpects, we find 
recorded, If. lviii. 1. Cry aloud, hare not, 
ft up thy voce like a trumpet: fhew my 

K 2 peopis 
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people their tranfzreffions, and the houfe of 
Wn: their fins. Vhis commiflion was to 
‘be faithfully executed, at the peril of the 
prophet’s own deftruction, as appears from 
the folemn charge given to Ezekiel, chap. 
.11ב‎ 18. When Lfay to the wicked, Thou halt 
furely die, and thou giveft him not warning, 
nor fpeakeft to warn the wicked to fave hts 
hfe, the fame wicked man fhall die. in bis int- 
guity, but his blood will I require at thine 
|] לא‎ | 
-- 66מי7‎ prophets executed their com- 
miffion very unfaithfully towards Gop 
‘and the people, as well as moft danger- 
oufly for themfelves, if polygamy was a 
fin againft Gon’s law; for it was the 
common practice of the * whole nation, 
from the prince on the throne to the weft 
of the people; and yet neither Isatan, 
JeREMIAH, nor any one of the prophets, 
-bore the leaft teftimony againftit. They 
reproved them fharply and plainly for de- 
filing their neighbours wives, as “fer. ν. 8; 
“XXix, 23.—In which fifth chapter, we not 
‘only find the prophet bearing teftimony 
‘againft adultery, but againtt whoredom and 
fornication, ver.7. for that they affembled 
themfelves dy troops in the harlots houfes. 


* Fofephus calls it #4]psov—which anfwers to what 
“we mean_by the word ational. | 
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Not a word %ם3091‎ polygamy. How is it 
poffible, in any reafon, to think that this, 
if a fin, fhould never be mentioned as 
fuch, by Gop—by Mosres—or any ove οἵ. 

the prophets 2 
Here I may particularly mention Ex/- 
jah the Ti/bbite, who could with truth fay 
of himfelf, 1 Kings xix. 10. קנא קנאתי‎ 
zelando zelatus Jum. Mont. Which em- 
phatical reduplication we tranflate by 
—TI have been vERY JEALOUS for the 
Lorp or 08178. This holy man was 
fired with zeal for Gop’s law, and was a 
moft faithful and undaunted reprover of 
fin, even to the very face of king Ahab 
(who at that time reigned in 1/7060 and 
was doubtlefs a 20/2902, by his having 
seventy fons) yet not a word is faid about his 
polygamy; which could hardly have been 
omitted, had it been a fin againft either 
the primary law of marriage, or the feventh 
commandment. The fame zeal which 
led Eljah to tell Ahab, that δὲ and his 
father's houfe had troubled Ifrael, by for- 
faking the commandments of the Lorvd, and 
Sollowing Baalim, mutt furely have led 
him to reprove .400/'8 polygamy, had 
that alfo been a forfaking the commandments 
of .זו טסאפ[‎ The fcripture, 1 Kings 
.וטא‎ 31. ftrongly remarks, as an agera- 
vation of /4000'8 fuperlative wickednefs, 
K 3 that 
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that he married an ?00/0770/6, contrary to 
Deut. vii. 3. Had his polygamy been 
contrary to Exod. xx. 14. this would 
hardly have efcaped the reproofs of the 
prophet E/jab, who did not forget e- 
zabel, and the prophets which ate at ber 
table. 1 Kings xix. 10. 

Although it be true, that none of the 
prophets before the captivity mention it as 
a fin, yet did not Matacuti, after the 
return from the captivity, {peak of it, and 
in very fevere terms condemn it? thus 
clofing the canon of the Old Teftament 
with a moft awful] reprehenfion of it? 
Mal. ii. 14, 15. 

“As this famous paflage is taken for 
granted to be a condemnation of polygamy 
under the Old Teftarnent, let us examine 
it, and we (hall find that it does not even 
relate to the fubje&t: if it did, it would 
be very ftrange, that fo material a point 
fhould efcape all the prophets that went 
before him, Mo/és himfelf not excepted. 
This fingle circum{tance fhould make one 
fufpicious of the common interpretation 
given to this portion of fcripture by the 
general run of commentators, who, mif- 
taking the found of the words for the 
[ἔπι of the text, have followed one ano- 
ther like fheep, who keep the fame track, 
only becaufe others have gone before 

ΓΝ them. 
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them. The words, as they ftand in our 
tranflation, are thefe——Tue Lorp hath 
been witnefs between thee and the wife 
of thy youth, againft whom thou haft dealt 
treacheroufly: yet fhe is thy companion and 
the wife of thy covenant, And did net He 
make one? yet hath He the refidue of the 
Spirit. And wherefore one? That he might 
feck a godly feed. Therefore take heed to 
your fpirit, and let none deal treacheroufly 
aguinft the wife of his youth ; for the orp 
Gop of IsraEL faith, that be hateth 
PUTTING AWAY. 

The /af# words are a key to the reft, 
and fhew, that the inftance πὶ which 
they dealt treacheroufly with their wives, 
Was putting them away; and this, in or- 
der to take 2602062 women in their room. 
This is manifeft from ver. 11. Juba 

hath dealt treacheroufly, and an abomina< 
tion is committed in פג ת15‎ and Jeru+ 
SALEM; for JuDAn hath prophaned the 
holinefs of the Lord which be loved, and 
bath married the daughter of a ftrange god. 

Ezra *, who lived about this time, 
hath recorded the fact at large, and fully 
explains the matter; chap. ix. 1. The 
people of IsRAEL and the priefts have not 
separated themfelves from the people of the 
danas, for they have taken of thetr daughters 


* See alfo Nehemiah xiii. 22--20+ 
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Jor themfelves, and Jor their fons, and the 
holy feed have mingled themfelves with the 
people of thofe lands. ὦ 

Ver. 10, And now, O Lorn, what hall 
we fay after this? for we have Jorfaken thy 
commandments, which thou haft commanded 
| by thy fervants the prophets, laying, The 
land which ye go to pofféfs is an unclean 
land, &c. 

Ver. 12. Now therefore give not your 
daughters unto their fons, neither take their 
daughters to your fons, &c. 

Chap. x. 2. We have trefpaffed againft 
our God, and have taken ftrange wives of 
the people of the land. Now therefore let 
us make a covenant with our Gop, fo put 
away all the wives, and fuch as are born of 
them, ver. 3. 

The putting away thefe heathen women 
was a duty, and this by the pofitive law 
of Gop. For Gop having, as it were, 
forbidden the banns in exprefs words 
(Deut. vii. 3.) their marriages were ab- 
folutely null and void 22 iitio; they 
could contra& no valid marriage whatfo- 
ever with them, and therefore muft put 
them away. This affords us a ftrong proof 
of the /awfulnefs of polygamy, where the 
woman was not excepted againft, as by the 
law above mentioned, or by fome other: 
for if this were otherwife, we fhould hear 


of 
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of putting away all but the fir/ in all cafes. 


Gop would not have fuffered any mar- 
riage which was contrary to the feventh 
commandment, any more than thofe 
which were contrary to Deut. vil. 3. 
When we compare Ezra and MALACHI 
together, we find by the former, that the 
“ews took heathen women for their wives ; 
and by the /stfer, that they not only did 
this, but put away their I/raehtifh wives 
for that very purpofe. ‘This is plainly 
what ver. 14. calls dealing treacheroufly 
with their wives, their divorcing them for 
this unballowed purpofe. There the pro- 
phet ufes the like arguments againft them 
as he had before ufed, ver. 10. with re- 
gard to their dealing treacheroufly with 
their brethren —Have we not all one fa- 
ther 2 hath not one Gon created us? why 
do we deal treacheroufly every man againft 
his brother, by profaning the covenant of 
our fathers? When they put away their 
‘fewifh wives, and married the 2 
idolatrous women, they profaned the co- 
venant of their fathers ; that is, that com- 
mand of Gop delivered to their fathers, 
not only in the origina/ inftitution of 
marriage, which forbad putting away, 
but alfo that pofitive law, Deut. vii. 3. 
which forbad marriage with heathens. 
They dealt treacheroufly with their bre- 

thren ; 
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thren; that is to fay, with the parents and 
relations of their unjuftly divorced wives, 
‘who gave them their daughters or /ifers in 
marriage, to abide with them, not to be put 
away. They dealt treacheroufly alfo with their 
wives, in putting them away.—Therefore 
the prophet reproves them, and calls them 
to repentance by the following confide- 
rations, ver. 14,;185 3 which I will -ת6‎ 
deavour to lay before the reader in a pas 
raphrafe fuitable to the literal and true 
meaning of the original Hebrew, and 
conformable to the analogy of divine re- 
velation, as delivered to us by Moses and 
the prophets. ‘Then it will appear, that 
thefe diftinguifhed fervants of Gop were 
not guilty of concealing, difguifing, or 
diffembling the truth ; nor Gop Himfelf 
capable of fuffering. His /eventh com-~ 
mandment, as well as the original in/titu~ 
tion of marriage, to be tranfgreffed, not 
only with impunity, but a//owance, uni- 
formly through 10 many ages, or of leav- 
ing His church and people utterly igno- 
rant of His mind and will, touching fo 
important a matter, for all that time. 

Et ne unus fecit ? Mont.‏ ולא אחד עשה 
And did not one make? 11616 our commen-‏ 
tators, mifled by our ¢ranflators, and thefe‏ 
by the vulgar error of the /injulne/s of po=‏ 
Lygamy, tell us, that “ thefe words δι χροὶ‏ 

| >> )0 8 
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«© Gon’s making but one woman at the 
** beginning; He had the refidue of the 
“ fpirit, and therefore could have made 
>> more women for ADAM if He had 
>> pleafed.” One misfortune attending 
fo ignorant a comment, is, that the word 
אחר‎ cannot fignify one woman, unlefs, 
amoneft other changes, women were of 
the mafculine gender under the Old Tef- 
tament, though of the feminine under the 
New Teftament; for אחד‎ is certainly of 
the mafculine gender אחת--‎ 18 the femi- 
nine—See Judges ix. 52. NNN NWN mu- 
dier una. Mont. & αἱ. freq. This, be- 
fides an undue tran{pofition of the words, 
is, I take it, a conclufive reafon for fay- 
ing they miftake the paflage. It is not— 
Did not he make One?—but-—Dzd not One 
* make? like ver. 10. Have we not all 
one Father? Did not פאס‎ GoD create 
us? “ Did not One, or THE ONE, make 
both youand your Fewi/h wives? Did 
> He not form both of you—({fee Deut. 
‘* xxxii. 6.) naturally of the fame feed 
ἐς of Abraham—Jpiritually by the fame 
‘ holy difpenfation and ordinances ? — 


nw 


w 


% 1) the attentive reader will compare the אחד‎ 
one, in this place with אל אחד‎ one Gop, ver. 10. 
furely he mutt fee, that the fame Almighty Per/fon is 
meant. There he is faid to create—here to make. 
Comp. Gen, 11, 3. latter part. | | 

בר 
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** ושאר רוח לו‎ And He hath (or hath He 
>> not?) the remainder of the Spirit—Hath 
«© He not the fame power He ever had? — 
>> Ts His hand fhortened at all, fo that He 
>> cannot complete your reftoration if He 
>> pleafes, or punifh you ftill more fe- 
> verely, if you continue difobedient to 
>> His commandments? Spirit is here 
* ufed for * power, mighty, but efpe- 
‘ cially srrefiftible power; as P{.cxxxix. 7. 
יצ 16 סז וי‎ reality oc iia τε 

And what did Tue‏ ומה האחד מבקש--. 
feed of Gov‏ 4--זרע אלהיכם One feck?‏ * 
«an + holy feed (fee Ezra ix. 2.)‏ 
therefore take heed to your fpirit—that‏ ¢‘ 


nw 
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* So the power of the Spirit is often ufed for the 
Spirit itfelf. Comp. If. xxxii. 15. Luke xxiv. 49. 
Adts i, 8... See alfo Fudges xiii. 253 .טוא‎ 193 Xvi. 
17, 20. Rom. i. 4. with 1 Cor. vi. 14. & al. freq. 
In an old edition of the Bid/e, printed in the year 
1615, there are fhort notes: added in the margin; 
and in the note on the word Spzrit, in this text, it 
is explained to mean power and virtue. 

+ This can have nothing to do with polygamy, 
becaufe, if it had, we fhould have hardly found it 
allowed of Gop, and pradtifed by his faints; or, in 
faét, have found fome of the moft diftinguifhed and 
1666 men that ever lived, the offspring of palyga- 
mous marriages ; witnefs holy ‘fo/eph, and the pro- 
phet Samuel. Befides all this, we may obferve, that 
the ‘ews, who are in this place of Ezr@ emphati- 
cally ftyled the holy feed, were defcended from the 
twelve fons of ‘Facab, half of which were born under 
polygamy. 


* Is, 
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* is, your femper—affecizons —as רוח‎ is 
very often applied, (tee Numb. xiv. 24. 
rSam. 1. 1s.) ““ and none of you deal 
«© treacheroufly againft the wife of thy youth, 
© by putting her away, and taking 6 
> idolatrefes ; for 1 the Lord hate putting 
« away.” ‘The confideration of the re- 
lation they ftood in to 6 
their common Father—they His profefling 
children, was one argument againit their 
feparating — another was, that, as the 
Lorp fought a godly feed in their off- 
{pring, by their being devoted to Him in 
their earlieft infancy, then brought up in 
‘the nurture and admonition of the Lorn, 
this defign would be defeated by their 
taking zdolatrous women, who, inftead of 
devoting the children to Jenovau, would 
be for bringing them up to the * 7 
of their 02/2, and an ungodly feed be the 
_confequence. See Deut. vil. 3, 4. Lait- 
ly, Gop had forbidden divorce from the 
beginning, (fee Gen. ii. 24.) for He 
hateth putting away atany rate; but how 
“much more to fee His own profefling 
daughters put away, that His own pro- 


* We find that thefe idolatrous women laid a 
fure foundation for this, by bringing up their chil- 
dren in the knowledge of the heathen tongues of 
their feveral countries, “ that they could not un- 
derftand the language of Gop’s law. See Neb. 
Kill, 23, 240 
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fefling fons might marry the daughters of 
a firange God? This was indeed doimg 
an abominable thing which Gov hated. 
Jer. iv. 44. 

This I take to be a clear confiftent 
view of this famous paflage, and agrees 
exactly with what Ezra fays, chap. ix. g. 
&c. and chap. x. 2. &c. who did not 
rend his mantle and garment, and pluck the 
hair off bis head and beard, and fit down 
aftonifbed, becaufe the people did what 
their fathers ABRAM, Jacozs, Davin, 
&c. had done without the 0 reproof, 
and had been conftantly, openly, avowed- 
ly practifed by the holieft of their fore- 
fathers, without the leaft * fcruple on 
their part, or condemnation תס‎ 
part—but becaufe they had married 4ea- 
then women, and, as appears by Mai. 
ii. 14. had dealt treacheroufly again{t the 
Fewi/h lawful wives, by putting them away 


in order to do it. 


* When Fo/eph was folicited by Potiphar’s wife, 
he anfwered with aborrence— How can I do this great 
wickednefs, and fin again? Gop! Gen. xxxix. g. 
latter part.—But when dbraham’s wife Sarah pro- 
pofed her hufband’s taking Hagar to wife, Gen. 
xvi. 2, 2. he does it without the leaft objection. 
So Facob took Rachel after Lead, there being theh 
no law againft marrying a wife’s εν. ‘This, and 
the many other inftances, clearly prove, that the 
wifeft and beft of Gon’s faints never dreamt of po- 
lygamy’s having any relation to the fin of adultery. 
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As to the notion exprefled by commen- 
fators, in their apparently mifconceived 
ideas of this text 01 Matacui—that be- 
caufe Gop created but ome man and one 
qwoman at τῇ, therefore he intended that 
«no man fhould have more than one 
>> wife at a time ever after,” I do humbly 
conceive, that, if Gop had meant fo, He 
_ would fomewhere have /ad fo, and not 
have left it to the wifdom of men to put 
their * interpretations on what He was 

| pleafed 

* As to putting our conftrution on any aéts of 
Gop, fo as to draw them into precedents, unlefs 
clearly inftru@ted by Him fo to do, it would in 
| many eafes be attended with great mifchiefs—for 
inftance : Suppofe we were to argue for brothers and 
“εν: intermarrying, becaufe this muft have been 
the cafe among the immediate children of Adam and 
Eve? the creation of only exe man and one woman, 
would at leaft be as good an argument for inceft, 
| as againf? polygamy. But it can have no weight 
in either cafe, becaufe Gon, by 2 pofitive law, 
(Lev. xviii. 9.) prohibited the fr/z, and by as pofi- 
tive a law (Deut. xxi. 15---17.( allowed the Second. 
1% pleafed Gop, that the whole human nature fhould 
» refide in one common federal head, who was to be 
the common reprefentative of all his fubfequent na- 
turally-engendered offspring; and by one woman 
taken out of Aim/elf, to convey that nature which 
was in him to his own immediate children, and by 
them to his pofterity, to the end of the world. Let 
any one read Rom. v. with attention, and confider 
in what refpects 4dam was a figure of Him that was 
to come (ver. 14.) and then it will be feen, that no 
man who ever was, or will be naturally engendered of 
the offspring of Adsm, can have been, or be in the 
fame 
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pleafed to do; for whe hath known the 
mind of the Lord, and who hath been bis 
counfellor ὁ Rom. Xi. 34. Some may ar- 
gue, that becaufe 16 was faid— * 4 man 
<< fhall cleave to his wife, not wives, there- 
>> fore it is unlawful for a man to have 
<< two or more wtves in * fucceflion, and 
*> can only have one fo long as he lives, 
*> becaufe Adam had but one.” This 
fort of conceits is like fuppofing that 
Gop forbad the wearing cloth, or filk, 
or linen, becaufe He chathed our firft 
parents with fRins. Gen. 111. 21; or fup- 
pofing, like thofe mad 4eretics of the 
fecond century, who called themfelves 
Adamites, that Chriffians are to meet to- 
gether ftark naked without any /hame, 
becaufe it is faid (Gen. 11. 25.) ADAM 
and Eve were naked, and were not afhamed. 
If we take upon ourfelves to interpret 
this or any act of Gop merely by our 
imaginations, we take upon us what 


fame circumftances and fituation that 4dam was. 
Wherefore a precedent againft polygamy is no more | 
to be drawn from him, than againft natural gene- 
ration from Eve’s being made out of one of his ribs, 
or from his own being immediately formed out of 
the duj? of the earth. 

* There was a time in the Chri/fian church, when 
this was looked upon as only ** a more f{pecious and 
>> decorous kind of adultery,’ and reckoned infamous. 

The Montanifts affirmed fecond marriages to be as 
feandalous and finful as fornication. But more of this 
hereafter. 

does 
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does not belong to us. We are told, 
Deut. xxix. 29. SECRET THINGS belong 
unto the Lorp our Gov, but thofe things 
which are REVEALED, to us and our chil= 
dren for ever, that we may do all the words 
of His law. 

That Gop might have created 10,000 
men, and as many women, is certain. 
Why He did not, He hath no where 
told us, any more than why He created 
only one man and one * woman. This and 
all things elfe are to be refolved into His 
own good pleafure, and the counfel of bis own: 
will, Eph. i. 11. Rev. iv. τι. Our at- 
tempting to account for any of His holy 
atts or difpenfations, any farther than the 


* Miltor reprefents Adam as faying-—— 

sta O why did Gop, 
Creator wife, that peopled higheft heav’n 
With fpirits mafculine, create at laft 
This novelty on earth, this fair defe& 

» ΟΥ̓ Nature, and not fill the world at once 
With men as angels without feminine, 
Or find fome other way to generate 
Mankind? Par. Loft, B. ro. 


We may prefume that Gop made the reft of the 
animal creation by pairs, the male and female— 
Comp. Gen. 1. 20—25. with Gen. vii. 14—16: 
therefore, to draw arguments againft polygamy 
(which, by the way, the fcriptures have no where 
done) from a fimilar creation of the human {pecies, 
would, if purfued to the utmoft, prove too much, 
and of courfe prove nothing. 
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revelation of His word exprefsly autho- , 
rizes us, is to be wile above what 15 written, | 
to involve ourfelves in endlefs mazes of 
error, till—profefing ourfelves wife, we be- 
come fools. Rom, 0 Baye Ankh יי‎ 

Gon’s bringing the woman to the man—— 

that folemn denunciation—therefore fhall 
aman leave father and mother, and. cleave 
unto bis wife, and they [hall be one flefo—- 
form a conclufive argument againft di-. 
vorce 3 and are expreisly made ufe. of by. 
Curist for that purpofe in His difpute 
with the Pharifees, Matt. xix. 4, 53 but. 
it is no where, in the whole {cripture, . 
made ufe of as an argument againit poly-, 
gamy,.. There were, doubtlefs, opportu-, 
nities enough in the antediluvian, as well 
as the poffidihivian world, to have given 
oceafion for it, had any * fuch thing 
been intended. ג"‎ Ur 


The 


* One weighty reafon for the creation of only 
one man and one woman at firft, may be gathered 
from Acts xvii. 26. where it is faid— He bath made 
of ONE BLOOD all nations of men, for to dwell on all 
the face of the earth. Had more men and women ~ 
than Adam and Eve been created at firft, ‘this ftrict 
affinity of relationthip by blood could not have -א6‎ 
ifted ; but this'was wifely and gracioufly contrived, | 
as a reafon for, and cement of, brotherly love—as 3 | 
means of hiding pride, and boafting of one above’ 
another, with refpeét to their original pedigree; fo: 
that none, on this account, fhould defpife or fet_at 
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The firft inftance of polygamy which is: 
recorded, we find Gen. iv. 19: dud La- 
MECH 2000 unto him two wives, the name 
of one was ADAH, the other ZILLAH. 
Here our commentators think they have 
found out the ל/‎ of polygamy—** It was 
** one of the degenerate race of Cain,’ 
faith one, ** that firft tranfgreffed: the law 
*> of marriage, that two only fhould be: 
*> one flefh.” ‘Thefe are the words of 
one of the wifeft and beft (Mr. Henry) 


among{t our Exgli/h commentators, and’ 


nought bis brother. This thought is well expreffed » 
in that well-known epitaph : 


Nobles and heralds, by your leave, 
Here lie the bones of Maithew Prior, 
The fon of 4dam and of Eve, 

Let Bourbon or Naffau go higher | 


Although, in this corrupt and mixed ftate of 
things, civil government is neceflary, therefore out- 
ward diftin€tions of men are neceflary ; for without 
thefe no civil polity could exift; yet, ix that day, 
when the governors and governed fhall appear before 
the Great Governor of all, they will be conftrained 
to fay, with ofeph’s brethen, Gen. xlii. 11. we 
are all one man’s fons ;—and then will know, however 
little attention they may give to it now, that Gop is 
no refpecter of perfons. See Acts x. 34. If thefe 
humbling confiderations. were improved as they 
ought, they would furnifh us with motives of hu- 
mility, benevolence, brotherly kindnefs, long-fuf- 
fering, mercy, and charity to each other, beyond . 
all the arguments of the wifeft moralifts of Greece 
and Rome. See Mal. ii. το. 

$572 ferve 


] 148 J 

ferve to fhew how far men will go to 
{upport’a popular notion, or pre-con- 
ceived opinion, even to the corrupting of 
the Bible. There are no fuch words as 
> two only’ in the law of marriage re- 
ferred to.—It ftands, Gen. 11. 24. they 
fhall be one flefh; and, as mentioned by 
Curist, Matt. xix. 5. δι dvo—they. 
twain fhall be one fiefo. So Mark x. 8. 
Had the words ‘‘ two only” been there, 
we fhould not have red fo frequently af- 
terwards of Gon’s countenancing, or His. 
faints practifing polygamy, any more than 
of His countenancing, and fer practifing 
adultery. 1 muft here take notice of our. 
Lorp’s introduction of the words δι due— 
they twain, or the fwain—which certainly 
was not done as an addition to the original 
words, or as an interpolation, in order to 
introduce fome zew doctrine, but merely 
as a fort of paraphra/e to explain their im- 
port, fenfe, and meaning—that a man and 
bis wife, though before marriage they’ 
were ¢wo—that is feparate, unconnected, 
independent of each other, fo that they 
might or might not come together, yet 
afterwards they are 70 more two, {eparate, 
unconnected, independent perfons, but as, 
one fielb, 806 σάρκα wlav.—The words δὲ 
300-100 twain—are not to be taken in’ 
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their sumerical * fenfe, for if they be, 
what follows ver. 6.—/o that they are no 
more twain—would not be true; for cer- 
tainly a man and woman are as much 70- 
merically Two after marriage, as they are 
before it, and therefore cannot be mumeri- 
cally one; but in the fame fenfe in which 
they were fpoken of as two before, they 
now become one, that is to fay, in confi- 
deration of law. 

The marriage deftroys their unconnect- 
ednefs, diftinétnefs, and independency 
on each other, fo that in all /ega/ confi- 
deration they are no more twain, but one 
flefo. Therefore the confequence is proved 
which our bleffed Lorp meant to prove— 
it could not be lawful for a man to put away 
his wife for every caufe, or for any 63116 ex= 
cept one, which, of -itfelf, divided their 
perfons again, and amounted to a total 
diffolution of the marriage-bond: for to 
make a man live with an adu/tre/s, would 
be to make him father other people’s 
children, defeat his own rightful heirs, 
and introduce that confufion into his fa- 
mily, which it was one grand object of 


> * Non unitas effentialis, fed unio feu conjunéio 
myftica vel conjugalis defcribitur.—Nold. Part. Edit. 
‘ymp. 750. ‘* Not an effentiq/ unity, but an union 
>> or conjunction myftical or conjugal is defcribed.” 
Matt. xix. 5,6. Mark x. 8, 
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the feventh commandment.to prevent. 
For want of confidering the words δι δυο---- 
they twain, or the twain—in the legal fenfe 
above-mentioned, our commentators have 
jingled them in their fancies, till they 
have blundered into their 7900 0 
and no more: thus interpolating and cor- 
rupting the words of the marriage-infti- 
tution, as it ftands recorded Gen. il. 24. 
and what is worfe ftill, making our 00/- 
fed Saviour do the fame, by reprefenting 
Him as ufing the words in their mumerical 
fenfe. This ftamps untruth, nay, down- 
right nonfenfe on what He fays, ver. 6; 
for it is not true that a man and his wife 


are no more (numerically) two; and to fay 


σε 


that perfons, who are numerically two, are 
yet numerically one, is downright nonfenfe. 
As the word fwain is to be underftood in 
a legal fenfe, fo they fall be one 0/5, can- 
not be underftood in a /iteral fente, as if 
by a kind of matrimonial tran/ubfantia- 
tion they became literally one body (fee 
1 Cor. vi. 16); but that they are fo in a 
legal fenfe is very certain; and therefore, as 
a man cannot feparate his dones from his 
flefh, nor his fle/b from his dones, without 
deftroying himfelf, fo neither can a man 
put away bis wife unjuttly (who, in efti- 
mation of Gon’s law, is bone of his bone 
and fiefh of bis fefo) without offending 
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againft the holinefs, and deftroying τῆς. 
pofitive obligation of the marriage-in{ti- 
tution. | | 
= Thofe, who by the legerdemain of this 
fame numerical interpretation of the word 
twain, added to the found of the former 
claufe of ver. 9. make CuRisT condemn 
polygamy as adultery, repretent Him as 
ufing the word |X3—edultery—in an un- 
authorized unconformity to the Hebrew 
{cripture (as our Lorp doubtlefs fpake 
in Hebrew); for no where is that word 
ufed, to denote a man who had one wife, 
taking another to her, and cohabiting with 
both (which I take to be the true and ge- 
nuine notion of polygamy) ; nor is it ufed 
in any other fenfe, but to denote the de- 
filement of a married woman, OUR SA= 
vrour, who conftantly appealed to the 
Hebrew {criptures for what he delivered 
to the people, can hardly be fuppoted to 
have advanced a doctrine fo unlupported 
by chem; and that before an audience 0 
thofe very Pharifees, who we are told, 
Luke xi. 54. were laying wait for bim, feer- 
ing to catch fomething out of His mouth, that 
they might accufe Him. Again—by mak- 
ing Curist declare polygamy to be adul~ 
tery, they charge Him with afferting a 
falfhood, both in point of שק‎ and faé?, 
by declaring all fuch after-taken women 
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not to be the real wrves of the men who 
took them; for if they were, adultery 
לוגוג‎ be out of the queftion. Let us exa- 
mine this on the footing of {cripture. 
It is faid, 1 Sam. xxv. 42, 43, ABIGAIL 
became DAvinp's wife, and Davip alfo took 
AHINOAM of JEZREEL, and they were 
alfo both of them his wives. So witneffeth 
the Holy Ghoft, and this, tho’ ver. 44. tells 
us, he had at that very time another wife 
living. By faying they were alfo both of 
them bis wives (for that muft be the 
meaning of נשים‎ in this context) it is 
making each one ἤει with Him, fo that 
he could not divorce either; and if either 
had gone to another man, fhe would have 
been an adultre/s, and the man who took 
her would have been an adulterer. I fay 
this, taking it for granted that the Holy 
Gho/f would not have called them 47s wzves, 
לנשים‎ b—fibi in uxores. Mont. unlefs 
they really were fo. 

Thus, on the authority of the Hebrew. 
{cripture, an after-taken woman is as much 
a man’s wife who takes her, as the frff 
is—therefore it is neither true in point of 
law or fact, that a man having one wife, 
and taking another, committeth adultery; 
for which reafon it is impofhible CuristT 
fhould ever fay fo, and thofe who make 
Him fay fo, wreft His words from their true 
meaning. But as this portion of {crip- 

ture 
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ture will neceffarily fall under farther 
confideration hereafter, I will now return 
to the hiftory of LAMEcH. 

Whether he did right or wrong does 
not appear, for it is קן1תס‎ 
took him two wives. His being “ of the. 
>> degenerate race of CAIN” made it not 
a jot the worfe, ora tittle the detter, any 
more than the fame thing done by Jacos 
made it either the one or the other, be- 
caufe he was ““ of the 210066 race of 
>> Seru.” The invention of mujfic, which 
was afterwards made fuch confiderable ufe 
of in the ¢emple of Gop—of agriculture and 
the care of cattl—of working in bra/s and 
iron, were all found out by LAMEcu’s 
children; yet I cannot conceive that they 
are the lefs innocent in themfelves, or 
1615 ufeful to mankind, than if they had 
been found out by ABRAHAM, IsAAc, 
and JAcos. Wecan only fay of fuch ob- 
fervaticns on fcripture, that they are very 
filly; but if the word of Gop is to be 
corrupted, in order to ferve as a founda- 
tion for them, they are very wicked. See 
Deut. iv. 2. xii. 32. I only mention 
Mr. Henry, but I might name others ; 
ane who goes fo far in corrupting the 
text, that he reprefents it as the com- 
mand of Gop, that ‘‘ two, and no more, 
>> fhould be one 0/2, Gen. 11. 24.” The 


words 
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words fimply are ויו לבשר אחד‎ ---22/ erunt 
in carnem unams Kat ἔσονται οἱ δυο €1¢ σάρκα 
μίαν. Matt. xix. 5. Dhey twain fhall be 
one fiefo. "The words ἔσονται δ᾽ duo—zthey 
two fhall be, Gc.—relate to the man and 
his wife, mentioned in the fame verfe, 
and anfwer to the והיו‎ Gen. 11. 24. which 
fienifies they ρα be—meaning the איש‎ 
and אשתו‎ the man and his wife, Gen. i. 
24. So that though here bea {mall vari- 
ation between they /hall be, and they twain 
fhall be, yet it is merely verbal in point of 
quotation ; the 22/2 is לט[‎ the fame, whe- 
ther, {peaking of a man and woman, we 
fay—they, or—they twain: but adding 
the word only, or they two and no more, is 
avery material alteration, fo material, as 
to alter the whole fenfe of the paflage, 
and to make every polygamift that ever 
lived, an offender againft the original ?2/7- 
tution of marriage. Rather than fail in this, 
even the learned Beza himfelf will conde- = 
fcend to talk nonfenfes On 1 Cor. vil. τό. 
where the apoftle cites our Lorp’s words 
—Two fhall be one flefh—< this δι duo,” 
fays he, ““ isnot mentioned by Mo/es, but 
>> is rightly added, as well in this place 
*> as in Matt. xix. 5. and Mark x. 8. 
* becaufe there is only mention made of 
‘>a man and of one wife, but not of 
5% wives; Nor is it true that a polygamift | 
nn ee 
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_*© 18 0/6 with-each of his, feveral wives, 
«© when he is rather divided into as many 
> parts as be has wives.” Though this 
Jearned man reprefents a polygamift as 
Fudges xix. 29. reprefents the Levite's 
concubine, whom he divided, together with 
her bones, into twelve parts, and fent her 
into all the coats of IsRAEL, yet the poly- 
gamifis which we read of in {cripture 
were as entire individuals, in a moral as 
well as a zatural fenfe, as thofe who had 
but one wife; otherwife each woman could 
not have called the man her 00 
1 Sam. 1. 8, 22. nor could each woman 
be called 22 wife, ver. 2. Now what- 
ever parties, being united, in Gop’s ac- 
count are man and wife, they are alfo one 
fief, therefore it is true, ** that a polyga- . 
‘“< mift is one with each * of his feveral 
‘* wives’’—that is to fay, in the /ega/ fenfe 
above-mentioned ; nor can all the rea- 
fonings of men prove them otherwife, 
till they can prove themfelves wifer than 
He is who declares them to be fo. And 
I do verily believe, that ifa man had /- 
duced any wife of a polygami, and had 


* Even as Curist, the hufband of the church 
(Comp. If, liv. 5. with 2 Cor. xi. 2-5 as really 
one with every feveral believer, as with the whole 
church colleétively ; or as the head is one with each 
and g/l the members of the body. See poft, “Ὁ 


been 
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been arraigned before the judges + 
on that ftatute, Deut. xxii. 22. 4e mutt, 
as well as the woman, have been con- 
demned to. die, notwithftanding what 
Beza has faid, or what all the reafoners 
in the world could have faid on the fub- 
ject of polygamy, in arreff of judgment. 

τς But there 18 a text in the Old Tefta- 
ment, which is looked upon by fome to be 
a direct forbiddance of polygamy; for it 
ftands in the margin of our Bibles—Thou 
Jhalt not take one wife to another. If this 
‘be right rendering of the Hedrew, then 
the faints of old time finned againtt Agér, 
knowledge, and Jaw * with a witnefs! But 
it is tranflated in the text—Neither fhqlt 
thou take a wife to her fifter, to vex her, in 


* Ipfos quoque Fudzos hanc legem de polygamia 
haud accepiffe, perpetua confuetudo plures fibi ex hac 
gente jungentium uxores oftendit. Non autem vi- 
dentur tanto impetu per vetitum nefas ruifle, precipué 
legis divine cztera ftudiotifimi, fi expreflo hujuf- 
modi mandato hac de re cautum fuiflet. ‘Tympius’ 
in Nold. p. 20, note r. \ 

>> That the Fews themfelves did not wnderftand 
*> this law as concerning polygamy, their conftant 
“9 practice af marrying a plurality of wives demon- 
>> {trates ; for it 1s not probable that they fhould 
>> have rufhed with fuch violence into prohibited 
*> wickednefs,. efpecially thofe who were moft ob- 
** fervant of the divine law in all ather refpedcts, 
“Ὁ if cautioned againft it by fo exprefs a commands 
s* ment,” | 
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her life-time. Ley. בא‎ 18..i.Firft,. 1 
would obferve, that the marginal reading 
—<* one wife to another”—difunites en- 
tirely the 18th verfe from the preceding 
context to which it belongs; this only 
treats of marriages which are unlawful 
with refpect to affinity and confanguinity. 
The brother's wife had there been {poken 
of, ver. 16; here, moft naturally, as a ne- 
ceflary part of the prohibition of ce, 
the wife's ον. Secondly, This render- 
ing of the text is agreeable to the gram- 
matical fenfe of the Hebrew, which the 
other is not. This is demonftrably fhewn. 
in Tympius’s note on Lev. xvili. 18. i 
Noldus, Heb. Part. אשה‎ p. 30. But. 
as I find the meaning of this important. 
paflage better explained by the learned 
Bifhop Patrick on the place, than I can 
א6‎ 1608 it in any words of my own, I will 
tranfcribe the Bz/hop’s note as it ftands : 

>> There are a great many eminent 
>> writers, who, following our marginal 
*> tranflation (one wife to another) ima- 
* gine that here pluralty of wives is ex- 
> prefily forbidden by Gop, and they 
*> think there is an example to juftify. 
*> this tranflation, Exod. xxvi. 3. where 
““ Mofes is commanded to take care that 
>> the five curtains of the tabernacle were 
a coupled together, one fo its Sifter, as. 
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“τῆς Hebrew phrafe 16, meaning one ἐδ 
“© another ; which, if it were true, would 
| * folve feveral difficulties :. but there are” 
>> fuch reafons againft it, as that I cannot’ 
*> think it to be the meaning. For as 
“6 more wives than one were indulged be- 
*> fore the law, fo they were after. And’ 
>> Mojfes himfelf fuppofes as much, when 
*> he provides, a man fhould not prefer’ 
«© a child he had by a delved wife, 26- 
> fore one he had by her whom he dazed, 
>> if he was the ede? fon ; which plainly 
*> intimates an allowance in his law of 
*> more wives than one.” ὃ τ 9,30 

Here, by the good and learned Bijhop’s. 
leave, I would obferve that he expreffes- 
himfelf rather inaccurately; for by faying’ 
=—** Moses himfelf fuppofes as much”’ 
and by calling the law, he 18 mention-- 
ing ““ fis (Moses’s) law”—it looks as if’ 
Moses was {peaking by his owz wifdom, 
and eftablifhing fome law merely on his 
own authority; whereas: Moses, under 
the immediate infpiration of the Holy Ghoff 
(Numb. xi. 17, 25. and 2 Pet. i. 21.) is’ 
the mouth of Gop Himfelf to the peo- 
ple; to whom He fays, Deut. iv. 5. Be- 
hold, I have taught you ftatutes and judg~ 
ments, even as the Lorp commanded me, 
that ye-fhould do fo in the land whither ye 
gotopofefsit. "The only inftance in which 
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Moses 96400 by his owa, authority, was 
in the matter of divorces. ..When.. our 
SAVIOUR-i$ mentioning this, Marz. xix. 
he does not fay—Gon /fuffered, but— 
Moses, because of the bhardnefs of. your 
hearts, fuffered you to put away your wives; 
but from the beginning it was not fo; plainly 
intimating that divorce was not of Gop’s 
ordaining, “δας merely of Mosgs’s, per> 
mifion, as an expedient to obviate the 
mifchiefs.of his enforcing the letter 01 
the law in,every inftance, by compelling 
them to retain their wives; thus fubje@- 
ing them to their ill treatment and bru-’ 
tality, even to the beating, and perhaps’ 
killing them. So that, in this so/eration’ 
of divorce for, or upon account οἵ, the 
hardne/s of thew hearts, Moses might fay 
as, טג‎ 1 Cor. vil. 12. To fuch {peak 1, 
noT ¢4e Lorp—but as to other things, 
ΝΟΤ I, but the Lorn, ver. 10.—The B/- 
shop proceeds—** And fo we find expreflly 
** their dmgs might have, though not 
a multitude, Deut, xvii. 17 ; and their 
“Ὁ beft king, who read Gon’s law day and 
** might, and could not but underftand 
** it, took, many wives without any -6ע‎ 
proof: nay, Gop gave him more than 
** he had before, by delivering his (late) 
** mafter’s wives to him, 2 Sam. xii. 8. 
> And befides all 115, {peaking | 
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all along in this chapter of con/anguinity 
and affinity, it is reafonable, as Schind- 
lerus obferves, to conclude he doth fo 
here, not of oze woman to another, but 
of one * Μεγ to another. ‘There being 
alfo the like reafon to underftand the 
word fier properly in this place, as the 
words daughter or mother in others, ver. 
17, and chap. xx. 14. where he for-. 
bids a man to take a woman and = 
mother, or a woman and er daughter, as 
Theodoric Hack{pan fufiiciently notes. 

>> The meaning therefore is, that 
though ¢wo wives at a time, or more, 
were permitted in thofe days, no man 
fhould take two /ffers (as Jacos for- 
merly did, before there was any pofi- 
tive law againft it) begotten of the 
fame father, or born of the fame mother, 
whether legitimately or illegitimately, 
(which, though it may feem prohibited 
before, becaufe the marriage of a dro- 
ther’s wife is forbidden) yet it is here 
direétly prohibited, as other marriages 
are which were implicitly forbidden 
before; for ver. 7. the marriage of a 
fon with his mother is forbidden, and 


* It is to be obferved that אחות‎ is ufed four times ᾿ 


other parts of the chapter, and neceffarily figni- 


fies, as our tranflators have rendered it—a //fer. 


So Lev. xx. 17, 19. 


0 wer. 
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** ver. 10. the marriage of a father with 
>> his daughter.” 

To the above remarks of the learned 
and judicious Bz/hop Patrick, I will ven- 
ture to add a conjecture of my own, the 
folidity of which muft be fubmitted to 
the reader’s determination. It is very cer- 
tain that at ver. 16. the marriage of a 670- 
ther’s wife is forbidden, and as the wife's 
Sifter is thereby virtually or implicitly for- 
bidden to marry the /jfer’s hufband, it 
might be fuppofed that there was little 
occafion to mention the wife's fi/ter in di- 
rect terms afterwards, ver. 18. But the 
neceflity of this is apparent, when we 
recollect the precedent of Jacos, which 
the ews would probably have urged 
againft an interpretative prohibition of 
fuch a thing, at ver. 16. It was certainly 
no fin in Jacos, becaufe there was 0 
low againft it; but after this pofitive 
law, it could not be done without jin, 
for—/in is the tranferelion of the law. 

As there was but 026 man and one wo- 
man at firft, the peopling of the world mutt 
have been carried on between much nearer 
relations, and therefore there could be 
no law to forbid marriages of this fort. 
| 0 after the flood, when but eight per- 
Jjons. were left of mankind. But when 
Vou. I, M the 
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the reafon* ceafed, the thing itfelf was to 
ceafe, as demonftrably appears by 602 5 
enacting the pofitive laws againit marry- 
ing within certain degrees of confanguinity 
and afinity; fubject neverthelefs, like alk 
other of His general laws, to fuch ex- 
eeptions, reftraints, or qualifications, as 
He in his infinite wifdom fhould fee ex- 
pedient. Some of them carry their own 
reafons with them, others do not, but 
doubtlefs all equally wife, as equally the 
difpenfations + | τί 

By the way, I cannot help obferving it 
as a very extraordinary thing, that the 
Chriftian churches fhould adopt one part 
of the law refpecting marriages, and pay 
no regard to the reft of it. They have 
made the eighteenth chapter of Leviticus, 
from ver. 6 to ver. 18, inclufive, a part 


> * After the Exodus, the I/raelites were reftrained 
from marrying within certain degrees of confangui- 
nity, which had been, till then, permitted, to pre- 
vent their taking wives from. among the 1001807005 
nations with whom they lived. 
- This was the reafon which Abraham gave for 
chufing a wife for J/aac from his own kindred, 
Gen. xxiv. 3, & feq. and his defcendents for fol- 
lowing his example, Gen. xxviii. 1, & alib, but which 
was now entirely ceafed, by their being fo multi- 
plied; fo that they could eafily find wives, without 
being neceffitated to marry their near relations, or 
to contract marriages with the heathen. See Ant. 
Univ. Hitt. vol. iil. p. 149. τοὺ 
οἵ. 
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of our religion; fo Exod. xx. 14. and 
fome other paflages of the law. But 
why this, and not the reft of the whole 
law of Gop, where marriage, as His or- 
dinance relating to all mankind, is con- 
cerned ? Is not this proceeding of Chri/~ 
tian churchmen, like that of the ει, 
Mal, ii. 9. where Gop complains—Ye 
have not kept my ways, but have been par= 
tial in the law ? The man who renders a 
folid reafon for adopting Exod. xx: to 
ver. 17, inclufive, and Lev. xviii. from 
ver. 6 to ver. 18, inclufive, as well as 
many other parts of that chapter, and at 
the fame time ‘rejecting Exod. xxii. 16,. 
and Deut. xxii. 28, 29, as touching the 
moral intendment of them, will perform 
a very difficult tafk, unlefs he can prove 
that marrying a wife's fffer, for inftance, 
is a greater crime, and of more evil ten- 
dency to mankind, as well as more ini- 
mical to the interefts of εὐ] society, 
than enticing a virgin—debauching her— 
and then abandoning her to infamy and 
profiitution ; or, that though this was a 
fin in the days of Mofes, yet it is no fit 
now, and therefore the pofitive com- 
mandments which Gop enacted to pre- 
vent it, are no longer to be confidered of 
any force or obligation. = 
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It is true, that we do not keep precifély 
the * feventh day as the Chriftian Sabbath, 
looking upon the fourth commandment; 
in that refpect, as ceremonial, typical, 
or prefigurative of fomething elfe (whe- 
ther rightly or no does not come within 
my prefent defign to confider); but as 
to the moral part, which fan¢tifies 8 given 
portion of our time for the public wor- 
fhip of Him to whom we ftand indebted 
for all, we very rightly look upon this 
as the bounden duty and fervice of Chrif- 
2/0725, as well as “fews, till time fhall be 
no more. So with regard to the fum of 
Jifty feckels, or the dower according» ze 


* T have lately feen a MS. of that laborious cal- 
culator and chronologift, Mr. Kennedy, in which 
he would prove, that what we call Sunday, is the 
true original Sabbath. ‘This is very clear, that the 
week was divided into /even days, fo early as at the 
creation of the world (fee Gen. i.) ; that each day 
is diftinguifhed by the works which Gop wrought 
therein ; that the day on which Gon is faid to γε 
from all His work that He had made, is called the 
feventh day, which he hallowed and fanéified on that 
account; that the fourth commandment recites all 
this, as the reafon for its being.kept holy; that the 
Jews have at all times obferved our Saturday as the 
Jeventh day or Sabbath; that its Greek name Ξάξζ- 
6070, and its Latin name Dies Sabbathi, always 
denoted the Fewi/h SaspatTH; and that the day we 
call Sunday, isin the New Teftament called 6 
zabCalav, the firft day of the week—ergo, it cannot 
be the feventh. ; 
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the dowry of virgins, (fee Exod. xxii. 16. 
Deut. xxii. 29.) this may be fet down 
amongft the ceremonial or temporary ob-. 
fervances of what may be called, to this 
purpofe, the Fewz/b law. But with refpect. 
to the mora/ intendment of thofe laws 
in Exodus and Deuteronomy, which was to 
eftablith, ratify, and confirm the mar- 
riage-ordinance in the fullnefs of its obli- 
gation—they fhall be one flefh—to prevent 
men from abandoning women to whore- 
dom and proftitution, and all the bitter 
confequences of feduction and derelic- 
tion, thofe laws ought to be as binding 
on the confciences of mankind, as the 
morality of the fourth commandment, or 
of any other law of Gop whatfoever. To 
thefe purpofes they are as much moral 
laws as any of the ten commandments. If 
this be not the cafe, why do we watte 
the time of public worfhip in caufing 
thefe chapters to be red over to the peo- 
ple? Deut. xxii. is our firft leffon for the 
evening-fervice every 4th of March; as is 
Exod. xxii. for every 8th of February in 
the morning. But it would be very 
{trange if the mzniffer was to preface with 
--““ Good people, ye are affembled here 
“* to hear the word of Gop; but ye are 
*> not tomind what ye hear, becaufe the 
4“ protection of females from the luft, 

M 3 >> villainy, 
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~ villainy, treachery, and cruelty of men, 
is no longer an objeét. of the laws 
which 1 גוג‎ going. to. read to you. 
** They bound the Yews, but qwe Chrif- 
‘* trans have nothing to do with them.” 
Dreadful as fuch language would be to 
hear, it fays no more, than every man 
does, who contends for the obfoletenefs 
and abolition of thefe wife, holy, and 
falutary provifions for. female fecurity, 
With refpe@ to the New T eftament, 
the fubject of polygamy, firaply confidered, 
is not fo much as mentioned, either as 
good or bad. The more I have fearched, 
the more I am convinced. that it is ποῖ 
to be found, unlefs incidentally in the 
epiftles to Timothy and Titus, and there 
only hinted at as the poffible fituation of 
certain people. Nor is thete the leatt 
occalion it fhould be mentioned, as it was 
amply explained and determinately fettled 
in the Jaw which was given by Mofes (fee 
John i. 17.); where we do not find it faid, 
that one Jaw was given by Mofes, and an- 
other law by SFefus Chri; but Ὁ νόμος, 
THE LAw—which, in the conne@ion it 
ftands, mutt fignify the whole law—all 
the law which Gop. ever ordained or re-. 
vealed to mortals—qwas given by Moses ;: 
Grace--to pardon. the ה‎ | 
that’ 
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that law; 77/2--)0 fulfil and anfwer 
every demand of its moral requirements, 
as well as every ceremonial. prefiguration 
—came by Jusus CuristT. Hed, ix. 15. 
Col. ii. 17. So that Curist is the end 
of THE Law for righteoufne/s Lo every one 
that believeth. Rom. .א‎ 4. | 

- However, as it is almoft univerfally 
taken for granted, that ** though polygamy 
«© might be allowed under the Old Tefta- 
>> ment,” yet it is forbidden under the 
New Teftament ; and as this opinion 18 as 
prevalent as that of tranfub/tantiation, and 
the worfhip of the Virgin Mary, are in 
the church of Rome, and for centuries 
were in the church of England, let us 
proceed farther to examine the foundation 
upon which it {tands. ? 

In the firft place, 1 cannot fina, or 

‘even conceive, an inftance in which the 
writings of the apofiles of CurisT con- 
tradict thofe of 10885 and the PRo- 
pHETsS. If there could be fuch a thing, 
both mutt be rendered fufpictous—one mutt 
be falfe—both fides of a contradiction 
cannot be ¢rue. The adverfaries of re- 
velation have long ¢ried, as they have ear= 
neftly wifhed, to find fuch a thing, but 
in vain! God forbid that its friends fhould 
even imagine it poffible! If it be true, 
that the {criptures of the Old Teftament 
1 | M 4 are 
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are able to make us wife unto falvation *, 
2 Tim. iii. 15. it muft be becaufe they 
contain the /aw and the go/pel; 107 no 
man can be wife unto falvation without 
the knowledge of thefe. They certainly 
contain doth—the gofpel was preached unto 
ABRAHAM, Gal. iii. 8; to the זג‎ 
ITEs under the Old Teftament, as we// 
as to us under the New Teftament. Heb. 
iv. 2. We have the fame fpirit of faith, 
2 Cor. iv..13. and 000211618 the fame οὐ- 
ject of faith, τ Cor. x. 4. Numb. xxi. 9. 
with ‘fobn iii. 14, τς. Wherefore it is 
not to be conceived, that Gop fhould 
Jeave the heirs of falvation in a ftate of 
ignorance touching the original inftitu- 
tion of marriage, or of the meaning of | 
thofe pofitive laws which were to enforce 
it (and this after the giving of the law 
for 1500 years together) any more under 
the Old Teftament than under the New 
Teftament. It muft be as neceflary for 
a ‘few, in order to be wife unto falvation, 
to know Gop’s mind and will on thefe 
interefting and important fubjects, as fora 


* The Apoftle adds—Jai riszms τὴς ἐν Χριςᾧ Inood 
—through faith which is in CHRIST JESUS, 7. 6. bee 
lieving Him to be the 1558111. For want of be- 
קמנטסון‎ which, the apoftate ews were not made 
wife unto falvation by the {criptures of the Old Tef+ 
tament. 
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Chriftian. Each mutt be judged by the fame 
Jaw—each faved, though under different 
difpentfations of it, by the fame gofpel. 

As little probable is it, that He fhould 
allow His own beloved children to fly in 
the face of His authority, and live in the 
breach of His pofitive law, for fo long a 
period, without the leaft check or re- 
proof, when part of His gracious cove- 
nant runs in thefe words, Pf. Ixxxix. 30. 
If bis children forfake my Law, and walk 
not in my JUDGMENTS; if they break my 
STATUTES, and keep not my COMMAND~ 
MENTS; then will I vifit their offences with 
the rod, and their fin with feourges. There 
are inftances enough of this for other 
things —witnefs Davip’s broken bones, 
Pf. li. 8. for his adultery with BaTu- 
SHEBA, and murder of Urran. But 
where is there one inftance of it for po- 
lygamy ? Wherein did Gop ever punith 
it? Davin died as really a Chriftian be- 
ever as St. Paut did; witnefs his /of 
words, 2 Sam. Xxiii. §; and yet, amidit 
all the explicit confeffions he made in 
the moft folemn hours of his repentance, 
he does not once bewail the polygamy he 
lived in; nay, almoft the laft a& of his 
life was an act of polygamy, in taking 
Apisuac the Shunamite to le in his bo~ 
fom, his wife BATHSHEBA being then 

living, 
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living. For though it be faid, 1 Kings 
i. 4. that 26 knew her not; yet it plainly 
appears, by what SoLomon faid, 1 Kings 
' .ןד‎ 22, 23. that fhe was fo betrothed or 
efpoufed to Davin, 38 to be looked upon 
as bis wife. Accordingly fhe belonged to 
the crown; was to be at the difpofal of 
the fucceffor ; and therefore ADONIJAH, 
who was elder than Soromon, by afking 
for AnisHaG, the late king’s widow, to 
wife, is treated as having a treafonable 
defign againit the crown itfelf, and is put 
to death as a fratfor. 
| Js it then conceivable that polygamy, 
allowed of Gop uninterruptedly through 
fo many ages and generations with im~ 

unity and even approbation, fhould all 
of a {udden ftart up into a mortal fin, by 
the feventh commandment’s receiving a 
conftruction which it never before had 
which was never before given to the 
words in which it was conceived? How 
could our lives and properties be fecure, 
if time could alter the meaning of our 
penal {tatutes ?>—who will draw the line, 
and fay how much or how little time 18. 
neceflary to effe@ this? But if fuch can be 
the cafe with the moral law of Gop, then 
was the P/a/mii miftaken in calling it per- 
feck (PL. xix. 7.) for itis changeable. Then 
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is it lefs to be depended on than the laws: 
of the Medes and Perfians. Efth. 1. 19.— 
lefs facred than the decree of an earthly 
monarch. Efth. viii. 8. Dan. vi. 1 δύο 
this be the cafe, what man can have any 
fecurity for his peace ?—In order there- 
fore to avoid fomething worfe than 07- 
Jurdity, we mutt conclude, that the 01181- 
nal 0/77/0708 of marriage, and. the feventh. 
commandment of the decalogue, mean 
neither more nor lefs, where Chriftians 
are concerned, than where the Tews were 
or, in other words, they mean pre- 
cifely one and the fame thing under the 
New Teftament as under the Old ‘Tefta- 
ment. [ 
By taking texts here and there in the 
New Teftament, and detaching them from 
their reference to and conne@tion with. 
the Old Teftament, many 26/0/22 have. 
arifen ; as Arianifin, Socinianifm, and per= 
haps moft others. Ye do err, not knowing 
the criptures. So with regard to marriage 
—becaufe Curist faid—Some make them- 
Jelves eunuchs for the kingdom of heaven's 
Jake: he that is able to receive it, let him 
receive it (Matt. xix. 12.); and St, Paut,, 
1 Cor. vii. r. and in other parts of that 
chapter, fpeaks in favour of a Jingle life, 
with refpect to the then diftreffed ftate of 
5 ΠΕ the 
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the church (ver. 26.) there were mul- 
titudes of people, in the early * ages of 
Chriftianity, who took thefe things in a 
wrong fenfe, and found out that ‘* marriage 
>> was a carnal thing, and forbidden by 
>> the New Teftament, as unbecoming 
>> 6ב[‎ purity of that difpenfation:” little 
reflecting, that the command + 
and multiply, and the inftitution of mar- 
riage as the means thereof, were the dif- 
penfations of Gop Himfelf to our frf 
parents when they were in a ftate of per- 
fe& innocence, and therefore could not 
be incompatible therewieh. 

. That venerable man Yohn Trapp, on 
1 Cor. vii. 8. fays—“ The blemifh will 
>> never be wiped off fome of the an- 


%+ >> There arofe in the church from antient times, 
εἰ ₪648 of heretics, who condemned wine, and the 
>> לומ‎ of animal food, and marriage ; and not only 
>> heretics, but the orthodox alfo, ran into extrava- 
<< sant notions of the fame kind, crying up celzbacy 
>> and a folitary life beyond meafure, together with 
ἐς rigid and uncommanded aufterities and macera- 
>> tions of the body. (Fortin, Rem. vol. i. 278.) 
«ς Chrifi therefore, as we may conjecture, was pre- 
ες {ent at a marriage-feaf?, and honoured it with the 
ἐς miracle of turning water into wine, that it fhould 
ftand in the go/pe/ as a confutation of thefe foolifh 
errors, and a warning to thofe who had ears to 
>> hear, not to be deluded by fuch fanatics. St. 
<¢ “ohn, who records this miracle, lived to fee thefe. 
> falfe doGtrines adopted and propagated.” Ib. 
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>> tient * fathers, who, to eftablith their 
*+ own idol of I know not what vwr- 
>> ginity, which they themfelves 4 
*> not, have written moft wickedly and 
‘ bafely of marriage.” To fay truth, 
I cannot conceive any man’s confcience 
to be more taken captive by the devil 
(2 Tim. ii. 26.) than his is, who. is 
brought under a perfuafion that. ce/bacy 
is more pure and holy, and, as fuch, more 
acceptable to Gop than marriage. Such 
a one, who, under this perfuafion, ab- 
{tains from marriage, lives in perpetual 
Ἔ oppofition to that command which was 

3 given 
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* >> Ferom, Ambrofe, and other fathers, have de- 
>> claimed againft matrimony, and recommended 
*> ג!נאתסות‎ abftinence almoft as much as AZanes, 
*> and have employed almoft as infignificant argu- 
> ments" Ids vols .ו‎ Ogata | 

+ Dr. Alexander, Hift. Wom. vol. 11. p. 269. in- 
troduces what he there fays on the fubject of emaf- 
culation on a religious account, with this pertinent 
and fenfible obfervation : | 
>> The two fexes were evidently intended for each 
other, and increafe and multiply was the firft great 
command given them by the Author of Nature. 
But fuppofe no fuch command had been given, 
how it firft entered into the mind of man, that 
the propagation or continuation of the fpecies 
was criminal in the eye of Heaven, is not eafy 0 
conceive. Ridiculous, however, as this notion 
** may appear, it is one of thofe which early infi- 
** nuated itfelf amongft mankind, and plainly de- 

ςς monftrated, 
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given with a dblefing from Οἱ Ὁ 0 - 7 
and multiply, and replenifh the earth, 6 
This was at the original creation of male 
and female upon earth. Gen. i. 27, 28. 
And again, at the renewal of the earth 
after the deluge, this commandment 
fiands, Gen. ix. 1. 7. repeated twice. 
Now can ‘an oppofition to fo pofitive, fo 
exprefs, fo reiterated an ordinance of 
Heaven, be reckoned a conitituent part 
of righteoufne/s and true holies? What 
is this, but to fly in the face of the divine 
wifdom and goodne/s, and to efteem our- 
felves wifer and holier than the Lorp of 
all? So thofe who prefer a life of /o4- 
2006 to matrimonial connection, as holier 
and better, how much 20/0 and better 
do they make themfelves than Him who 
faid—J¢t 7s ΝΟΥ 6002 for man to be alone? 
It is remarkable, that this reiterated 
command for the propagation of the 106- 
cies ftands, Gen. ix. 7. in direct connec- 
tion, as it were, and immediately follow- 
ing after the pofitive law againft murder : 
as privation of life is an offence againtt 
this, prevention of life is fomething very 


>> monftrated, that reafoning beings are moft apt to 
© deviate from nature ; and not only to difobey her. 
>> plaineft dictates, but, on pretence of pleafing the 
66 Author of Nature, to render themfelves for ever 
49 incapable of obeying them.” ὃ 
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like it, and therefore fitly placed near it 
in the facred code. 

Some of the fathers were wild enough 
to fay—hoc dictum, ratione multitudinis l= 
berorum, pertinere ad tempora ante CHRIS= 
TUM, non ad nos quit aho vivimus ev0o— 
mundum jam non defiderare 1LLUD CRES= 
CITE ET MULTIPLICAMINI. * This 
** command, by reafon of multiplying 
‘ children, belonged to the times before 
>> CHRIST, not to ws who live in another 
** age——the world does not now want 
“ that fame—Be fruitful, and multiply.” 
Such were the delufions of erom—Tertul~ 
han— Chryfoftom — Cyprian — Ocvecumenius, 
&c. Bernard, in Cant. Serm. 59. thus 
glofies on the words—The voice of the 
turtle 1s beard, &c.; which he fays is 
*> the preaching of continence, re{pecting, 
““ thofe who caftrate themfelves for the 
>> Kingdom of heaven. At 226 beginning 
*> that voice was not heard, but rather 
** increafe and multiply ; for barrennefs 
“* was fubject to a curfle; polygamy was. 
% * allowed,” 660. His words are —~ 

et > 
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* This fame St. Bernard, abbot of -Clairval, from 
whom the Ci/ertian monks derived the name ‘of 
Bernardins, was one of the moft eminent among 
the Latin writers of the 12th century. He was a 
man of genius, tafte, and judgment, in fome re- 
σὺ] {pects, 
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Vox turturis audita ef, que eft predi- 
>> catio continentiz, eos, qui fe cafrant 
* propter regnum celorum, fpectans ; 
« cum ab initio vox ifta non fit audita, 
>> fed magis—crefcite et multiplicamint, 
6> fterilitas etiam maledictioni fuit 102 - 
«© jecta, polygamia concefla,” &c.; but all 
this is now at an end, ‘‘ quia hodie, re- 
«< pleto munde, non tam fit neceffaria 
> quam olim’—“ becaufe now, the world 
*> being filled (with people) it is not fo 
«ς neceflary as formerly.” If the reader 
has a mind to fee how far folly and en- 
thufiafm can carry people on thefe fub- 
jects, let him read Tertullian’s epittles to 
Euftachius —to Gerontius —and againft 
Helvetius ; Tertullian on Chaftity ; Céry- 
foftom on Virginity ; Cyprian on the dif- 
cipline of Virgins; and Ovcumenius on 


fpeéts, in others weak and fuperftitious. See Mofh. 
vol. i. sgt. A pretty clear proof of the latter part 
of his charaGter lies before us. His confining the, 
command—Be fruitful and multiply—to the days of 
the Old Teftament, is certainly a mafter-ftroke of folly 
and weaknefs—however, his acknowledgment of the 
allowance of polygamy as a concomitant of that com- 
mand, is much more fcriptural and confiftent, than 
the comments of fome more modern expofitors (or 
rather expofers) of the {criptures, who contend for 
the obligation and permanency of the command it-, 
felf, but deny the permanency and obligation of 
thofe laws Which the divine wifdom enacted for its 
regulation. 
‘ty Cor. 
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x Cor. vii.—then he will begin to find 
out how MARRIAGE ITSELF was vilified, 
and of courfe what gave rife to the con~ 
demnation of /econd marriages of all forts, 
therefore of polygamy, in the Chriftian 
church, till the church of Rome had the 
impudence to axathematize the man who 
fhould fay, that ** it was not forbidden by 
>> the law of Gon,” (fee Brent. Coun. 
Trent. p. 784) ““ juft as they did thofe 
** who fhould affirm, that for a prieft to 
** marry was allowed by the law of Gop.” 
Ibid. 

The confequences of all this unnatural | 
plan of celibacy, are too many to enume- 
rate, too * 20/7/02 to particularize. It 
fared with numbers of the Chrifians, who 
did not like to retain the divine command 
in their practice, as it did with the Jeg- 
thens, who did not lke to retain Gop in 


* It is an obfervation of the excellent authors of 
the Hiftory of Popery, vol. i. p. 359. that ““ the 
>> firft law againft a certain unnatural vice in Eng 
>> land was by Anfelm Archbifhop of Canterbury, 
‘sin the days of William Rufus ; which faid vice 
** feems not to have been heard of here till prie/s 
δε were forbidden marriage. However, they treated 
ὅς it very gently, leaving it lefs penal in a prieft, 
*> than to enjoy his lawful wife. Secular meny 
5> guilty of this crime, were to be abfolved only by 
>> the bifbop; but the monfs and prieffs, it feems, 
*> might civilly abfolve each other. Yet even this 
“* canon, fuch as it is, was foon after recalled, arid 
*> never publifhed.” - 


POL. As N their 


ἌΣ 
their knowledge—Gon gave them up to un- 
cleanne/s, to difhonour their own bodies be- 
tween themfelves: who changed the truth 
of Gov into a lye, &c. For this caufe 
Gop gave them up * to vile affections, &c. 
566 Rom. i. 24—-28. When we endea- 
vour to ftop the courfe of a river by lay- 
ing a dam acrofs the ftream, the effect 
muft be, that it will either make its way, 
bearing down all before it, or it will 
make a paffage over its banks, and over- 
flow and deftroy the country. Such is 
the effect of endeavouring to ftop the 
natural courfe of thofe defires, which the 
Creator hath implanted: in us for the 
purpofe of carrying His primary command 
into execution. They will bear down 
all before them, or be turned out of their 
courfe; and then follows what the hiftory 
of the Popifh celibacyabundantly acquaints 
us with. As this is a fubject too indeli- 
0866 to dwell upon, I will only refer the 
reader to thofe books which treat thereof ; 
fuch as Fox's Martyrology—The Packets 


* A thoufand inftances of which might be given 
—fed ab uno difce omnes—Pope Sixtus V. on the peti- 
tion of Peter Ricu, cardinal and patriarch of Con- 
flantinople, of Feronymo his own brother, and the 
cardinal of St. Luce, permitted ‘‘ unto them and 
>> every of them, /odomy, with this claufe—riar 
66 uy PETITUR—Let it be done as it is defired.’” + 
Hiftary of Popery, vol. 11, 292+ 

| from 
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from Rome, collected and publifhed in 
two volumes quarto, by a fet of gentlemens 
1735, under the title of The Hiftory of 
Popery. A work this, which is too va- 
luable to be loft to the public; and there- 
fore, as I fear it is near out of print, it 
were to be wifhed it fhould be reprinted 
in as handfome תג‎ edition as that above 
referred to. 
As for thofe men who have the gift | 
of continency, they, as it appears from 
the f{criptures, and all experience, are 
probably very few, at leaft compara- 
tively; and thofe who received it in 
the days of our Lorp and His 000/65 
icem to have received this for the par- 
ticular purpofe of keeping themfelves. 
difentangled from the affairs of this life; 
during the infancy and perfecution of 
the church, 1 Cor. vil. 7, 17. Such do 
not want cloyfers and ce/ls for their fecu- 
rity. As for thofe who have * it not, 
| locking 


* Thefe. certainly conftitute the bulk of man- 
kind, as all experience throughout all ages fuffi- 
ciently fhews. ‘The natural ftructure of the human 
body, its natural fecretions, &c. which are carried 
on daily, not by any contrivance or management of 
the creature, but by the power of infinite wifdom, 
impreffed, we know not how, on the wondrous me- 
chanifm of every part, afford us fuch phy/fical reafons 

+ for this, as to amount to demonttration of the ne- 
ceflity of marriage in the generality of men... This: 
N 2 ebfervation 
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locking them up together in fuch places, 
«and depriving them of the remedy which 
Gop commands, in marriage, has been 
attended with a two-fold wickednefs ; 
1. in living contrary to the ordinance of 
Heaven; +2. in gratifying their defires 
contrary to the courfe of nature, or at 
Jeaft.in fome way which the divine lew 
hath prohibited. Therefore the Apoftle 
doth’not fay—if they cannot contain, let 
them fhut themfelves up, or pray that 
the order of nature may be inverted ; 
but—Z¢ them marry; it is better to marry 
than-burn: as if he had faid—** One or 
>> other of thefe muft be the confequence.” 
So, when married perfons have {eparated 
for a while or feafon, on fome religious 
occafions—~come together again, {faith he,. 
left Satan tempt you Jor your incontinency. 

From all which it may be gathered, 
that celibacy is not an ordinance of Gop, 
buta fnare of Satan—that marriage zs the 
ordinance of Gop; therefore, that a man 
who may marry, and doth not, has no 


obfervation is abundantly verified, by the manner 
of תטס‎ Saviour’s expreffion, Matt. xix. 11. 12. 
where He fpeaks of a power of total abftinence as 
the immediate and /pecial gift of heaven, and this 
for a fpecial purpofe, unlefs in the cafes He puts of 
accidental imbecillity, arifing, in fome, from a de- 
fect in their conftitution; in others, from external 
violence by the hands of men. 

more 
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more warrant from Gop’s word to expect 
that He thall be kept from vice, than that 
he would be kept from farving, if, in- 
ftead- of eating and drinking, he was to 
pray that the appetites of unger and 
thirf? might be totally annihilated. Ὁ 

- The indifcriminate * and total prohi-. 
bition of polygamy, as it has πὸ warrant 
from the word of Gop, may alfo be the 
means of plunging many into the, mif-. 
chiefs of uncommanded celibacy ; for ma- 
ny men there are, who very early in life 
marry, perhaps without all the confide- 
ration which ought to be exercifed in fo 
momentous an undertaking—many things 
may happen which may be very reafon- 
able, and indeed unavoidable, caufes of. 
feparation from their wives ; as for in- 


* If the enaéting part of 1 Jac. c. 11. had gone 
no farther than the preamble, and its feverity been 
confined to—‘* divers evil-difpofed perfons, who 
‘being married, run out of one county into -0ת3‎ 
ἐς ther, or into places where they are not known, 
*> and there become to be married, having another 
>> hufband or wife living, to the great difhonour 
“© of Gop, and utter undoing of divers honeft 
>> men’s children and others’”—it would have been > 
a wholefome law, and highly juftifiable in its pe- 
nalty on fuch mifcreants; who are undoubtedly 
guilty of one of the vileft and moft injurious frauds 
that can poflibly be committed. It feems to fall 
within the equity of Exod. xxi. 16. for fuch per- 
fons are a fort of cyt pawod’ssat, or man-/tealers. 


N 3 {tance 
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ftance—incurable difeafe of mind or bo= 
dy, unconquerable violence of temper, 
perpetual refractorinefs * of difpofition, 


levity 


* It is to be feared, that there are 0% ἃ few fe- 
males, who (like other monopolifts) take the ad- 
vantage of the poor hufband’s fituation, to ufe him 
as they pleafe; and this for pretty much the fame 
reafon why the a/s, in the fable, infulted and kicked 
the poor o/d lion—becaufe 16 is not in their power 
to refent it as they ought. : 

‘Phe advice which king Abefuerus received from 
his wife men, the feven princes of Media and Per- 
fia, upon queen Vafbti’s difobedience, would have 
an excellent effet, could it be followed. Many an 
high-fpirited female would have too cogent a reafon 
againft the indulgence of a refractory dilpofition, 
not to fupprefs it—her pride, which is now the 
hufband’s torment, would then become his fecurity,. 
at leaft in a great meafure ; for pride is a vice, 
which, as it tends to /elf-exaltation, maintains uni- 
formly its own principle—-not to bear the thoughts 
of arival. See 2/0209 i. 10, &c, As things are 
with us, the poor man muft grind in mola afimaria 
during life. | "שא‎ | 

_ Itis certain, that nothing can be a ה‎ 85 from 
the bond of marriage itfelf but death, or jan act. of 
adultery in the wife. But that a man is at all events. 
bound to maintain the exterral bond, by cohabiting 
_with a woman, ,סא‎ inftead, of being an belp meet 
for him (as we fay) becomes, by the violence and 
perverfenefs of her temper and difpofition, a con- 
{tant and increafing torment, and this after the moft 
friendly, tender, and kind admonitions—is not con- 
{onant either to {cripture or reafon. 

‘Some will tell us, that fuch a thing mutt be look- 
ed upon as happening by the will’of ProvipENcE, 

as 
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levity of behaviour—which, though not 
amounting to fuch proof as to be the 
ground of utter /ega/ divorce, yet fuch 

3 


as a chaftifement er vifitation from Heaven, and 
therefore muft be fubmitted to and endured. 

So is ficknefs from the hand of Gon ; fo are af- 
AiGions of all kinds, and certainly to be fubmit- 
ted to with patience and refignation ; yet to ufe 
means of recovery from ficknefs, and of deliverance 
from trouble and affliction, are apparent duties ; 
and why not in the other cafe? The great Milton 
has fome excellent and {criptural obfervations on. 
thefe points in his Zetrachordon; to which I refer 
the reader. Ὁ 

The whole analogy of feripture agrees with that 
faying of the Apofle—Let not the wife depart fron 
her hufband ; and again—Let not the hufpand put a- 
way bis wife—1 Cor. vii. 10, IT. But then thefe 
things muft be conftrued agreeably to the analogy 
of that wifdom which is profitable to direét—Eccl. 
x. 10.. They cannot mean, that ὦ wife is not to de- 
part from her hufband, who threatens or endangers 
her life—nor that an hufband may not feparate from 
a wife who obftinately fets herfelf to be the plague 
and torment of dis. 

This kind of things falls under a fort of nece/fity, 
which muft always interpret the law in favour of 
felf-prefervation.. Thou shalt do no murder—contti- 
tutes a capital offence in the man who wantonly or 
malicioufly kills another—but if aman flays ano- 
ther in his own defence, it is an excufable homi- 
cide: this from the neceflary care which: every 
man has a right to take of his own life. ‘The jhip- 
mafter to whom I intruft my goods, is wicked and 
bafe, if he wantonly caft them into the fea; but if 
a ftorm arife, and he caft thera out to fave the fhip 
from finking, he is highly juftifiable. I would 

WN 4 therefore 
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as may deftroy the whole comfort of a 
man’s life. By thefe and many other 
means, an hufband may be reduced to 
the fituation of an unmarried man, har- 
rafled by the fame defires, fubject to the 
fame temptations; yet his condition is 
ten-fold worfe; the one may marry, the 
other cannot: fo he muft remain hope- 
lefs and helplefs, or plunge into vice and 
mifery, becaufe he is debarred of the re- 
medy which Gop hath provided, {trip- 
ped of that undoubted privilege with 
which Gop and nature have invefted 
him, by. the lyes and forgeries of Sathers 
and councils, &c. The Romifh church 
indeed, at the council of Trent, ANATHE- 
MATIZED all who fhould fay, that 
** thofe who have not the gift of chaf- 
** tity might marry, in regard that Gop 
““ doth not deny the gift to him that 
* doth demand it.” This anticriptural 


therefore argue from neceffity on the point of fepara- 
tion; for I cannot find any privilege conferred on 
one creature to make another wretched, and that 
without remedy. Of this neceffity every perfon mutt 
judge at his peril; for—as the old proverb fays— 
‘None can tell where the Shoe pinches, fo well as he that 
wears it: but then be it \remembered—that every 
man foall give an account of bimfelf.to Gop. Rom. 
xiv. 12. If this were confidered as it ought to be, 
it would certainly be the beft means of binding both 
parties over ta their good behaviour, in all conjugal 
difputes, י‎ : 
| decree, 
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decree, which directly gives the lye to 
the Apofile, 1 Cor. vii. g. is founded up- 
ona fallacy, which many fall into, from 
arguing without the neceflary diftin¢ction 
between what Gop can do, and what He 
will do. That He can do every thing 18 
without a doubt; but that we are war- 
ranted to expect He will do what He 
hath no where promifed, is not true. 
Gop could certainly have made us to live 
upon the ar; but He hath not: meat 
and drink are abfolutely neceffary for our 
fubfiftence; it would therefore be the 
higheft pref{umption, nay even the mad- 
618ם‎ of enthufiafm, for any man to pray 
that the natural appetites of Aunger and 
thirft might. ceafe, and that for the fu- 
ture he might live, not on meat, and 
drink, but folely by refpiration of azr. 
So, to pray to Him whofe command is 
— Be fruitful and multiply, bring forth 
abundantly in the earth, and multiply there- 
in (Gen. ix. 7.) that the natural defire 
which is to lead to this may be annihi- 
lated, and the effec of it deftroyed, is to 
petition againit the divine wifdom, to ar- 
raign the divine holine/s, and to remon- 
{trate, in effect, againi{t having any fhare 
in an obedience to the divine command— 
Where zs there—where cam there bea pro-. 

mife, 
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mife, to warrait Yo unhallowed ἃ pro- 
ceeding? Surely no where, ‘but in the 
imaginations of thofe who «have fallen 
themfelves,. and who want to lead others 
into the fuare of the devil. When we 
pray againft what Gop hath forbidden, 
סם‎ doubt we. fhall, in His ‘own way 
and time, © obtain grace to help in every 
time of need; but when we pray againft 
what He has commanded, we tempt Him 
to deliver us up to the delufions of our 
own minds, and our end will be according 
to our works—what that end is likely to 
be, the hiftories before hinted at very 

fufficiently declare. ποιὰ 5 
That there may be fituations, and par- 
ticular circumftances, under which it is ᾿ 
not only awful, but duty, to pray for con- 
zinence—I mean for entire fubduGtion of, 
and power over, our natural defires—there 
can be no doubt; as where they would lead 
us to forbidden enjoyment: but then we 
muft judge of this by the fcriptures, not 
by the prejudices, folly, and fuperftition 
of men like ourfelves: for, at this rate, 
we may be praying that Gop would alter 
His mind, change His will, and vacate 
His commands, in order to make way 
for our oppofition to them. Whereas, 
this is the confidence that we have in πε. 
ζραξ 
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that if we afe any thing ACCORDING TO 
His witt, He 0007070 us. And if we 
know that He hear us, whatfoever we afk 
(i. 6 ACCORDING TO His WILL) we 
know that we have the petitions that we 

defired of Him. τ fobnv. 14,15. _ 
- For a man to pray that he might never 
again feel the appetites of unger and 
thirft, or, at leaft, be enabled to refrain 
entirely from fatisfying them, would be 
defervedly reckoned madnefs—but to pray . 
to be kept from gluttony and drunkennefs, 
and all forbidden indulgence and excefs, 
would be afking according to the will of 
Gop, and the man would have a /eriptu- 
ral ground and warrant to expect, an an- 
fwer of peace, Site ו‎ GALS? 
So, if a man takes it into his head, that 
thofe other 02/25 which Gop hath, for 
the wifeft purpofes, ‘implanted in our 
nature, are finful ia themfelves, and, תס‎ 
this footing, prays againft them, he is un- 
der a fad delufion, and every petition he 
utters, is no lefs than an arraignment of 
the wi/dom and holinefs of the great Crea~ 
tor of all. Yet the Popifh hiftories are 
replete with miracles wrought by Cdrzt 
and the Virgin Mary, in anfwer to. fuch 
petitions ; and no doubt but thefe les are 
moft devoutly believed by thoufands, who 
| make 
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make men’s * traditions, and not Gop’s 
word, the rule of their faith. 

= Befides the evils which have been no- 
ticed as the confequences of our /uper/fli- 
tion on the fubject.of polygamy, the utter 
extinction of families might alfo be men- 
tioned ; whereas, fooner than this fhould 
be the cafe.in J/rael, we find Gop enaét-. 
ing a peculiar pofitive few, in order to 
prevent it; which faid law was certainly 
a virtual command of polygamy in many, 
perhaps in moft, cafes, as it was very 
rare to find an unmarried man among the 
‘ews. The law to which I allude, is 
that of Deut. xxv. 5. where the hu/band’s 
brother was to marry the widow of the 
deceafed, if he died without children— 
that his name might not be put out of Ifrael. 
Though all the reafons of this law do not 
now fubfift, therefore the law itfelf, as 
far as thofe reafons have ceafed, hath it- 
felf ceafed; yet it ferves to fhew us, that 


* Among the fooleries of the fixth century, an 
entire abftinence from marriage was held the fureft 
way to Paradife. Women were not even fuffered 
to approach the altar, nor touch the pall which co- 
vered it, unlefs when, by the prieffs, it was deli- 
vered to them to be wafhed. The euchariff was too 
holy to. be touched by their naked hands, they were 
therefore ordered, by the canons of the church, to 
have a white linen glove upon the hand in order 0 
receive it. See Alexander’s Hilt. of-Wom, vol. i. 
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Gop did certainly allow polygamy, and 


even command it, fooner than. fuffer inhe- 
ritances to fail by the extznction of faim- 
lies. : 

Among us, if a man be married to a 
barren woman, he cannot take another 
wife while the livés, but muft content 
himfelf with letting his nobility, titles, 
honours, and family be annihilated, and 
his eftates efcheat to the crown, under 
pain and penalty of being adjudged a fe- 
ton if he marries a fecond wife (living the 
firft) who might be the means of conti- 
nuing and tran{mitting all thefe things 
to a long and numerous pofterity. 

This foolifh fuperftition is like that of 
the ‘fews in the days of Mattathias, who 
fuffered themfelves to be flaughtered by 
the enemy without refiftance, becaufe it 
was the /abbath-day, 1 Mac. ii. 32, 38. or 
like that of the Carthufians, who live 
entirely on fi/b, and would not eat a piece 
of other meat even to fave their lives. 

~The modern Fews are wifer, for 
though they in general coincide with the 
government where their lot happens to 
be caft, fo that they are polygamous or 
monogamous, according to the laws of the 
country they live in; yet if a Few be. 
married fen years to a woman, and has 
no child by her, he ts at liberty to take 

another, 
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another, that he may have an heir to his 
fubftance ; and in fo doing he certainly 
is juftified by the law of Gon; which 
law we-have fet afide, and eftablithed our 
own fuperftition in its place, which not 
only tends to the annihilation and ex- 
tinction of families, and of courfe to 
depopulation ; but is, as elfewhere is more 
fully obferved, the fource of endlefs ruin 
and deftruction to the weafer sex, whofe 
feducers, if married men, are totally ex- 
empt from making them that amends, 
and doing them that juftice, which Gop’s 
law commanded, and which, among us 
Chriftians, is looked upon as duty to 
withhold, or rather, as a mortal * fin to 
comply with. 


* Bellarmine, that great champion for The Man 
of Sin, faith—Lib. 4. de Rom. Pontific, * Si Papa 
** erraret pracipiendo vitia, & prohibendo virtutes, 
*> teneretur ecclefia credere vitia effe bona, & vir- 
*> tutes malas, nifi vellet contra confcientiam pec- 
“* care.” . 

.** If the Pope fhould err in commanding 0%, 
*> and in prohibiting wirtwes, the church would be 
>> bound to believe that vices are good, and virtues 
> evil, unlefs fhe would fin againft confcience.’’ 
And again, Cont. Barel. 6. xxxi. * ם1‎ bono fenfu 
“* dedit CurisTus Petro poteftatem faciendi de pec-_ 
>> cato non peccatum, ὃς de non peccato peccatum.”’ 
“In a good fenfe—Curist gave Peter” (and of 
courfe the Pope) ‘*a power of making that no fin 
> which is fin, and to make that to be fin which is 
© not a fin.” What better principle do we pro- 
ceed upon in the matters here mentioned ? . 
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[θὲ ! 
ΠᾺ5. τδείδ. points are fully treated in 
other parts of this book, Iwill. now pro- 
ceed to fhew, that the wild notions about 
marriage, which were introduced into 
the church, bear an earlier date than the 
days of Tertullian, and thofe, other fathers 
mentioned Before; ἡ שב שו‎ Sok ae 
*> There were others,” fays Mr. Brough- 
ton— Hitt, Lab, tit. Marriage—*‘ who fim- 
“Ὁ ply exclaimed againft marriage as 7/2- 
“< fawful under the gofpel. This doctrine 
** was 11115 taught by Saturnilus, a {cholar 
>> of Simon Magus and Marcion, but af- 
>> terwards better known amongft the 
“ Encratites; to thefe may be added the 
“ Apoflolcs or Apotactics, the Manichees, 
>> Severians, and many others. . The 
*> church had great ftruggles with thefe 
“ς antient 4eretics, who inveighed bit- 
** terly againft marriage under the go/pe/- 
* fate, and wrought upon many weak 
*> minds, to be guilty of great irregula- 
rities, under pretence of a more re- 
‘fined way of living. | 
>> The church had alfo another conteft 
“with the Montanifs and Novatians, 
>> about fécond marriages, thefe Aeretics 
*> reyeCting them as utterly unlawful.”— 
And indeed the ecclefiaftical hiftories in- 
form us, that this madne/s (for I can call 
it nothing elfe) was carried fo far, as that 
we fecond 
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fecond marriages were ftyled no better than 
whoredom; and-ecclefaftical perfons were 
forbidden to be prefent at them on pain 
of excommunication. ‘This in the very 
face of the fcriptures of Gop, which de- 
clare juft as much for /econd marriages as 
for .מ‎ Rom. vii. 2, 3. 1 Cor. vil. 39. 
By all this we fee what work may be 
made with the fcriptures, when the ima- 
ginations of men are let loofe, inftead of 
comparing fpiritual things with fpiritual, 
and making Gop the interpreter of His — 
‘own word. . 

As for the practice of polygamy amongtt 
the firft CAri/izans, 1t was probably very * 
frequent ; if not—why did Pau (1 Tim. 
iii. 2. and Tit. i. 6.) recommend the 


* So it fhould feem to have been in times long 
after them, not only among the /aity, but the clergy 
alfo; for Pope Sylveffer, about the year 335, made 
an ordonnance, that every prie/? fhould be the buf- 
band of one wife only. 

So in the fixth century, it was enacted in the ca- 
nons of one of their councils, that if any one is 
married to many wives, he fhall do penance. See 
> Alex. Hift. Wom. vol. il. 217, 272. } 

The cafe of Philip Landgrave of 1166, as de- 
termined by the fix reformers, is well known. But 
all thefe things prove nothing, with refpect to the 
lawfulnefs or unlawfulnefs of the matter in the fight 
of Gon: I only mention them, to fhew that Chri/- 
tians have, by no means, thought always alike on 
the fubjeét. The tranfactions of an in{pired apoftle 
are certainly good evidence—to the/e let us attend. 

choice 
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choice of Bifhops and Deacons from 
amongit thofe who had but one wife? 
What occafion for this caution of the 
apofile's, if none had more than one? That 
the election was to be made from amongtt 
the Chriftian behevers, there can be no 
doubt, that is to fay, of fuch as had been 
admitted to daptifin and the Lord’s fupper, 
and were enrolled as members of the 
Chriftian church. ‘To fuppofe that none 
of thefe had more than one wife, is to 
fuppofe the apoffle giving a needlefs rule 
in the election of Bz/hops and Deacons. 
To fuppofe that any who had more than 
one wife, {hould be admitted to baptifm 
and the Lord's fupper, if CuristT had 
forbidden polygamy as adultery, is to fup- 
pofe a greater abfurdity ftill, and that 
the great apoftle of the Gentiles was lefs 
faithful to his truft, than thofe ל‎ 
who refufed to admit the King of Ton- 
guin into the CuRisTIAN church, unlefs 
he would put away αὐ his wives but one: 
for which thefe p/eudo-apoftles were very 
juftly driven out of the country. 

The learned Selden has proved, in his 
Uxor Hebraica, that polygamy was allowed, 
not only amoneft the Hebrews, but 
amongft moft other nations throughout’ 
the world; doubtlefs amongft the inha- 
bitants of that ναί! tract 01 dfa, through- 

Vou. 1. )( out 
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out which the go/pe/ was preached by the 
great apoftle of the Gentiles, where fo many 
Chriftian churches were planted, as well 
as in the neighbouring ftates of Greece: 
yet in none of PauL’s efifles, nor in the 
feven awful epifles which St. Joun was 
commanded to write to the /even churches 
in Afa, is polygamy found amongft the 
crimes for which they were reproved. 
Every other {pecies of commerce between 
the fexes, is diftinétly and often men- 
tioned, this not once, except on the wo- 
man’s fide, as Rom. vii. 3; but had it 
been finful and againft the law on the 
man’s fide, it is inconceivable that it fhould 
not have been mentioned on doth fides 
equally. 

When St. Paul fays that a Bi/hop or 
Deacon is to be the Aufband of one wife, 
it certainly carries with it a tacit allow- 
ance of palygamy, as to the Jawfulne/s of 
it, with regard to all other men; not that 
it was /izful in one more than in another; 
but this was a prudential caution in that 
diftreffed and infant ftate of the church, 
that thofe who were to have the manage- 
ment of it, fhould have as little avocation 
and diftraction as the nature of things 
would admit of. Paut does not fay 
that a 2/0/2002 or Deacon fhould not be 
married, as the church of Rome fays, = 

thak 


| .: 
that he fhould be the Au/band of one wife ; 
for however thofe who had more could 
find time to manage their owz affairs, 
they could not be fuppofed to have leifure 
enough to attend the church, and its em- 
barrafled and various concerns, as they 
ought. Upon this principle he feems to 
give the preference to thofe who had xo 
wife, 1 Cor. Vii .32, 31. 11 would have you 
without carefulnefs. He that is unmarried 
careth for the things that belong to the 
Lorp, bow be may pleafe the Lorn: but 
he that 7s married, careth for the things 
that are of the world, how he may pleafe his 
wife. This certainly relates to all Cdri/- 
tians, but efpecially to minifiers. The 
heretics of old took it fo ftrongly in the 
former fenfe, that they held marriage un- 
lawful to Chriftians—the Papijis take it 
fo ftrongly in the /e¢ter, that it is one of 
the authorities on which they forbid their 


clergy * to marry at all. 
| There 


* The celibacy of the clergy was among the errors 
of very early date, for Paphnutius, a venerable con- 
feffor and prelate, who affifted at the Nicene council, 
which was held ann. 325, where there was a 
difpute, whether * ecclefaftics fhould not feparate 
“© from their wives, which they had married while 
>> Jaymen,” faid —Satis effe ut qui in clerum fuifient.. 
adfcripti, juxta veterem ecclefi@ traditionem, jam non 
amplius uxores ducerent.—‘* It was fufficient that 
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There are fome who interpret the 
above paflages (1 Tim. iii. 2. and Tit. 
1. 6.) to mean, that a Bifhop or Deacon 
fhould, uf a widower, have had but one 
wife, or have been but onee married; and 
this upon the ground of what- is faid, 
1 Tim. v. 9. concerning the women who 
were to be chofen to the office of Dea- 
coneffes— Let not a woman be taken into 
the number under fixty years, having been 


>> they who were inrolled among the clergy, accord- 
>> ing to the antient tradition of the church, fhould 
«© no more marry.”” Clerical celibacy, and the -ת60‎ | 
demnation of polygamy, ftand on one and the fame 
footing, and that a very /ame one; that is to fay, on 
the antient tradition of the church, fo did the religion 
of the Scribes and Pharifees, and fo do the /uper/ii- 
tions of the church of Rome tothisday. 

Paphnutius’s fpeech on the occafion is to be found 
in Jortin, Rem. vol. ii. p. 249. “Though what 
Paphnutius fays may rather apply againit the clergy 
marrying a fecond time, yet thofe to whom he fpake 
muft be fuppofed to have holden it unlawful for the 
clergy to marry at all, elfe how could they be for 
4 feparating from the wives they took when /ay- 
men 2 

However, even the partial prohibition of wives to 
the clergy did not ripen into a decree, ’till about fifty 
years after, when Szricius, bifhop of Rome, ordained, 
that if a cler# married a widow, or a fecond wife, he 
fhould be divefted of his office. For many hundred 
years this was not obferved, ’till Gregory VII. 
Called Hildebrand, by cruel decrees of excommuni- 
cation, deprived minifters of their /awful wives, and, 
compelled the clergy to the vow of continency. fyi. 
of Popery, vol, i, 21. 


the 
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the wife of one man. ‘There are alfo thofe, 
who, on the authority of thefe paflages, 
hold it unlawful for a munifter * to marry 


* Whether any carry this point fo far as the ano-. 
nymous anfwerer to Luther, Tr. de digamia Epifco- 
porum, I can’t fay; but he declares—‘ Mortaliter 
*> peccant qui bigamos (facerdotes fcil) ecclefiz 
>> ftipendio fuftentant.”’—‘** They fin mortally who 
“© fupport clergymen that have been twice married, 
>> with tie allowance or ftipend of the church.’’—— 
Again—** Peccant qui fcientes ex bigami ore ver- 
>+ bum Dei pollui audiunt.”—‘* They fin, who 
‘© knowingly hear the word of Gop polluted, by 
*> the mouth of a minifter who has been twice mar- 
6% ried.”’——Avain—‘* Bigamus cenfendus eit; non 
folum is qui duas duxit virgines, fed & viduam 
5> aut aliter corruptam.”—‘* He is to be reckoned a 
bigamif?, not only who has married two virgins, 
*> but alfo he that hath married 2 widow, or a wo- 
** man otherwife corrupted.” 

His conclufion breathes the true fpirit of igno-, 
rance, fuperftition, and blind zeal.—‘‘ In fumma 
>> —quicunque proprias voluptates, ὃς luxuriz ex- 
** actionem, apofioli verbis ὃς patrum honeftis prae- 
*> ponit decretis, non tamen facerdotis aut ecclefi- 
> aftico ftipendio cedere dignum putat, is non folum 
55 tolerandus non eft, fed ad corvos abigendus, quo 
*> non ovis morbofa totum corrumpat ovile, & tam’ 
*> Jaudabilem, bonam, & Jongavam confuetudinem 
peitilenti fuo defedet exemplo.””—In fine, 
Whofoever prefers his own pleafures, and the 
requirements of luxury, to the words of the 
>> apofile, and to the decent decrees of the fathers, 
** and yet doth not think proper to depart from the 
miniftry, or his ecclefiaftical ftipend, is not only 
not to be tolerated, but to be driven away to the 
crows (we fhould fay, thrown to the dogs) that 
** one fcabby fheep might not mar the whole flock, 
and defile, by his own peftilent example, fo 
ἐς laudable, good, and antient a cuftom.” 
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a_fecond time on the lofs of his wife, and 
unlawful alfo for any woman to marry 
again on the lofs of her hufband. Thete 
ridiculous opinions owe their birth to the 
before-mentioned caufe, of taking words 
by the found, inftead of the /enfe—the 
ufual confequence of detaching {cripture 
from {cripture, not comparing it with it- 
felf, by taking the whole together. By 
this, men may prove—guzdlibet ex quoli- 
bet—* what they pleafe from what they 
<* pleafe;’—and this is the fheet-anchor 
of error, as well as of many monftrous 
practices, and 10 has been in all ages ; they 
can be maintained no other way. The 
whole doctrine of tranfubftantiation, ab- 
fard as it is in all its parts, is held toge- 
ther by the found of Hoc eff corpus meum 
—This is my body.—The found of here-: 
ticum devita, in a Latin verfion of Tit. iii. 
.סז‎ has authorized the moft barbarous 
murders of thoufands, who have been 
burned alive by the inquifition, under the 
denomination of 4eretics. It has been 
made to fignify Aereticum de vitia—an bhe- 

retic from life; that is—put him from 

116---2/// hin.—Thus, by feparating the 

word devita, and turning the laft twa 

fyllables into the fubftantive 0/0, the 

prepofition de jut anfwered the purpofe. 

A lets ¢ragical confequence of this method 


of 
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‘of interpretation is related by Evra/nits. 
He tells of a friar preaching from 
thofe words of 09187, Luke xvu.'17. 
which ftand in fome Latin verfions— 
Nonne decem faéti funt * mundi—who be- 
gan to prove there are fen worlds. An 
arch fellow ftanding by, ftopped his 
mouth with the following words—Sed 
ubt funt novem 2—hut where are the nine ? 

Dr. Hammond, in his note on 1 Tim. 
111. 2. fays—‘* What is the meaning of 
wide γυναικὸς dvnp—the bhufband of one 
‘© qife—both here and ver. 12, and ΤΊ: 
“1, 6. and of ἑνὸς ἀνδρὸς yuvy—the wife of 
« one hufband, chap. v. 9. will not eafily 
*> be refolved.” But furely all difficulty 
vanifhes, when the whole is taken toge- 
ther ; and it is obferved from the ov7ginal 
in what different fenfes the verbs γίνομαι 
and és are ufed. ‘This fhews that the 
apofile, 1 Tim. ill. 2, and Tit. 1. 6. was 
defcribing the fituation of the men he 
was then {peaking of, as what 22 then was 
—and in 1 Tim. v. g. that of the w- 
dows, as to what 22 bad been. 1 Tim. 111. 2. 
06 ὧν, τὸν Ἐπίσκοπον *KINAT μιᾶς γυναικὸς 
“Avopt—A Bifbop ought to BE (not tO HAVE 


* 1 would juft acquaint the wnlearned reader, 
that the fubftantive mundus fignihes a world—the = 
adjective mundus fignifies clean. 
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BEEN) the 2/0/2008 of one wife; and Tit. 
1.6. “Es tis ΕΣΤῚΝ μιᾶς youanoc—if any 
BE (18) 226 hufband of one wife. "cw being 
of the prefent tenfe, can fignify only 
what a man zs at the time fpoken of: 
whereas the expreflion concerning the 
women, 1 Tim. v. g. is widely different. 
The woman is called Xypa, ἃ widow; and 
it is obfervable, that the verb is not ex- 
16060 as before, either in the infinitive 
or indicative mood of “Eys:, to be, but by 
the participle of the preteritum, or paft 
time, of the verb youu, to be or become. 
—It is ysyovtia—which we have rightly 
rendered—having been—that is—in time 
pat having been or become the wife of one 
man—a widow, who never had been but 
once married ; not—that had not had 2000 
bufoands at a time; fuch a thing was 
hardly ever heard of, as lawful, even 
amongit the Aeathens * themfelves. I 

would 


* Never among Jews, or even Turks, was it 
permitted that the woman fhould have more than 
one hufband at once. Only among the barbarians 
there is mention of the TToAvavd'por, a people fo 
called, becaufe the wife among them.them had 
many hufbands. So among the Aedes, that dwelt 
in the mountains, it is faid a woman was married 
to five hufbands at once. See Hammond on τ΄ Tim. 
Wil. 2. Monte/quieu mentions the tribe of the Naires, © 
on the coaft of Adalabar, where the women have 

many‏ 3 כ 
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would therefore harmonize and para- 
phrafe the whole as follows :—‘* Foraf- 
>> much as all things are to be done decently 
> and in order, (1 Cor. xiv. 49.) but this 
<< cannot be, unlefs μηδ proper form of 
>> government be eftablifhed; it is ne- 
+6 cefiary that proper officers be ap- 
«« pointed to adminilter that government. 
>> Some who are to be—Ezisxora— 
ςς overfeers of the whole; others Διάκονοι, 
Deacons, or inferior ferving mzniflers 
>> under them. The firft order of men 
«© are to overlook the clergy, as well as 
>> the /aity—to preach the word—admi- 
> nifter the facraments, and to have 
power to cenfure evil doers, even as far 
as excommunication, the church agreeing 
ἐς thereto, 1 Cor. v. 4, 5. Such an 
<< office fhould, doubtlefs, be filled with 
*> men of irreproachable characters, and 
* of fuch conduct and -difpofitions as 
to be in all refpects b/amele/s, not only 
for the better maintenance of their 
authority, but alfo for the influence of 
>> their example. As fuch an office mutft 


many hufbands. Sp. of Laws, vol. i. p. 374, octavo. 

But all this is as contrary to nature itfelf, as the 

cuftom of fome of the 100/08 women’s drowning 

their children in the Ganges, עס‎ expofing them to 
. wild beafts to be devoured. 


5 > moreover 
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moreover require great attention, thofe 
fhould be chofen, who are entangled 
as little as poflible in the affairs of 
this hfe, 2 Tim. 1 4. Therefore, 
though for this reafon fingl men 
might in .general anfwer the purpofe 
beft, (1 Cor. vii. 33.) yet it may be 
expedient, in fome inftances, to chufe 
married men into the offices of Bz/hops 
and Deacons. Where this is the cafe, 
the election fhould not be made of 


~fuch of the Chriftians as have more 


than one wife, as fuch a fituation muft 
neceffarily involve the perfon in more 
worldly care, than can be confiftent 
with a due attention to that care, 
which muft ¢gome upon them daily, re- 
fpecting the church. Therefore, the 
having more than one wife fhould al- 
ways be confidered as a bar to a man's 
election, either to the office df a Bz- 
foop or of a Deacon, (1 Tim. il, 12.) 5 
for though thefe laft may not have fo 
extenfive a jurifdiction, yet, what with 
preaching the word—affifting the Bz- 
foops and elders—viliting the fick—and 
diftributing the church's alms to the 
poor—one wife and family is as much 
as can be at all confidered contiftent 
with any tolerable diligence in the du- 


ties of a Deacon’s office. 
> But 


404. J 


>> But as the fick are to be vifited and 
attended, as well as the poor relieved, 
it may be neceffary alfo to appoint 
women for thefe purpofes, efpecially 
as to attending and nurfing the poor 
of. their own fox. Thefe may require 
many offices highly improper for me 
to be engaged in ; though the nurfing 
fick men, or viliting and relieving them, 
may very properly fall alfo under the 
care of women. ‘Thefe women may 
alfo be called Διάχονοι τῆς ἐχκλησίας (Lee 
Rom. xvi. 1.) fervants or minifters of the 
church. 'Thofe who are to be deemed 
proper for thefe offices, muit not 6 
young, raw, unexperienced girls ; nor 
married women, whofe attention be- 
longs to their hufbands and families, 
1 Cor. vii. 34; nor the younger w- 
dows, who are not arrived at a time of 
life fuitable to fuch employments, 
1 Tim. v.11: let thefe marry, to keep 
themfelves out of mifchief, ver. 12, 
13, 14. The only women who are fit 


> to be chofen as _fervants or minifters of 


the church in the refpects above men- 
tioned, fhould be far advanced ת1‎ years; 
that is to fay, not lefs than s¢hreefcore 
years old, who having buried their 
hufbands and brought up their children, 
ן‎ Tim. v, 10. have time, as well as 

** inclination, 


[ 204 ] 
** inclination, to devote themfelves to 
the offices of the church. They fhould 
alfo be /ober and difcreet perfons, who, 
“by their condu& in their younger 
+ years, have fhewn their temperance 
‘and fobriety, by having contented 
““ themfelves with one hufband, and who, 
> ever after the death of that hufband, 
*> have fecluded themfelves from any 
*> further worldly engagements of that 
ἐς fort, fo as to be juftly ftyled widows 
“ indeed; though defolate, yet trufting in 
+ כסל)‎ (1 Tim. v. 5.); and like Anna, 
‘* Luketi. 36, 37. continuing in fupphications 
** and prayers night and day.” —This I take 
to be a confiftent and clear view of thefe 
paflages taken together. As we may from 
hence infer, that there were women in 
the church younger than /xty years, by 
the Apoftle’s exprefs exclufion of thofe 
under that age from thofe offices to which 
women were to be chofen; as alfo that 
there were many who had been fwice 
married, by his defigning thofe who had 
been but 0206 married for the aforefaid 
offices; fo we may as fairly conclude, 
from his faying a bifbop—dé: Ewai—ought 
to be—and again, if any, éow, 7s or de the 
hufband of one wife—that there were many 
Chriftians, not who had had, but at that 
prefent time attually had more than one 


wife. 


“ 
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wife. If this had not been. the cafe, it 
would have been as much. out. of the 
queftion to have mentioned the having 
but one wife, as to have. faid, that. none 
fhould be chofen but thofe who had but 
one head or one body, when it was not to 
Be fuppofed that any man had more. 

As to the conceit, that, <‘ what the 
> Apoftle fays about the 22/2002 and dea- 
>> cons, 18 to prove that no muinifier may, 
*> marry a /fecond time,” it is all but as 
bad as faying, with the church of Rome, 
that he ought not to marry at all. 
> With refpect to the bufinefs of poly- 
gamy, as to the thing itfelf, nothing that 
is here faid proves it to be more or lets 
finful in one man than in another ; that 
depends wholly on the law of Gop deli- 
vered by Moses... Therefore the. pru- 
dential reafons, for which he evidently 
excepted againft polygamifts being elected 
to church-offices, no more affe&ts the 
matter of polygamy, than the excepting 
againft women under fixty years old, 
proves it /fimfu/ in ἃ woman.to be younger,» 
or that, becaufe no woman was to be 
chofen to the office of a 0000000 who. 
had been 270/06 married, therefore it was 
finful for the woman to marry again after 
the death of her hufband, contrary. to: 

1 Cor. 
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1 Cor. vii. 39. and to the exprefs advice 
of the Apoffle, 1 Tim. v. 14. 

As to the fuppofed unlawfulnefs of /2- 
cond marriages, or the notion, that if a 
man loft his wife, it was /iful to marry 
again; this began very early in the 
church, and fpread itfelf even to this 
country. We find in the time of Ed. I. 
about the year 1276, the parliament adopt- 
ed a conftitution made by the Pope at 
Lyons, to exclude men that had ת66‎ 
married from all clerks privilege. So that 
if a man was convicted of felony, who 
would otherwife have had Ais clergy, and 
it appeared that he had been 770/00 mar- 
vied, he was to be executed lke other lay- 
people. A ftatute of 18 Ed. 111. miti- 
gated the rigour of this law with refpect 
to clerks, by making a fuggeftion of 47- 
gamy triable by the ordimary, before the 
juftices could proceed. But all were de- 
Jivered from the bondage of fuch laws 
by 1 Ed. VI. c. 12. ὃ 16. which enacts, 
that-+-‘‘ every perfon, who by any law עס‎ 
>> ftatute of this realm ought to have 
“« the benefit of clergy, fhall be allowed 
«© the fame, although he hath been divers 
“γος married to any fingle woman or 
** fingle women, or to two wives or more, 
* or to any widow or widows.” 

Among the fix famous articles propofed 


i Ὁ) 
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by Henry VIII. to the par/iament and con- 


vocation, one was—** whether prie//s, that 
*> 18 to fay, men dedicate to Gop by 
>> priefthood, may, by the law of Gop, 
** marry after or no?”—** After great, 
“ long, deliberate, and advifed difputa- 
>> tion and confultation had and made 
*> concerning the faid article, as well by 
*> the confent of the King’s Highnefs, as 
*> by the affent of the Lords /piritual and 
>> temporal, and other arned men of his 
Clergy in their convocations, and by the 
* content of the Commons, in this prefent 
*> parliament aflembled, it was and is 
*> finally refolved, accorded, and agreed 
‘¢ that prieffs, after the order of prieft- 


hood received as afore, may not * marry 


6 by 


* In the ezghth century, forae monks pretended, 
that the angel Gabriel had brought twelve articles 
from heaven, one of which was, that ecclefiaffics 
muft not marry. See Jortin Rem. vol. ii. p. 43. 

In the ninth century, Pope Nicholas 1. made a de- 
cree to reftrain prie/fs from marrying. The bithop 
of Augfburg wrote a pathetic letter to the Pope, 
fetting forth the fad and mifchievous confequences 
of taking their wives from the prieffs. The letter 
is at largein Fox, vol. ii. p. 202. and well worth 
reading. He tells Pope Nicholas, that his predecef- 
for Saint Gregory (i. e. Gregory IV.) made fuch a 
decree, but repented of it on this occafion ; to ufe 
the old bifhop’s words as they are there tranflated — 
‘¢ Upon a certain day, as δὲ, Gregory fent to his 
*> fifh-pond to have fome fifh, his fervants drained 
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*¢ by the law of Gop. The enacting part 
001 41 Henry 111. c. 14, goes on and 
*> fays—If any. pérfon. fhall preach — 
ἐς teach—or obflinately affirm and de- 
*> fend, that.any man, after the order of 
* priefthood received, may marty or 
ἐς contract matrimony, he fhall be ad- 
* judged to fuffer death, and forfeit 
** Jands and goods as a felon; and if any 
prieft do atually marry, or contract 
‘< marriage with another, or any man that 
ἐς is or hath been a prieft:do carnally ufe 
** any woman to whom he is or hath 
«© been married, or with whom he hath 
> contracted matrimony, or openly be 
ἐς converfant or familiar with any’ fuch 
>> woman, both the man and. the woman 


* thall be * adjudged felons.” 


a 
" 


That 


>> it, and found at the bottom 6000 infants heads; 
>> which were brought to him. Upon this he did 
>> oreatly repent in himfelf his decree touching the 
*> fingle life of the prie/fs, which he confefled to be 
>> the caufe of that fo lamentable murder.” ‘Phe 

_.letter in Fox, as above cited, isin Latin; the tranf- 
lation is referred. to p. 393, as having been before 
inferted ; which the reader may turn to. Whether 
the above letter was written by the bihop of Aug/- 
burg, according to Crit. Hilt. of England, p. 83» 
or by Volufianus bifhop of Carthage, as Fox feems to 
think, is very immaterial. . 

* How ought the clergy of the church of Eng- 
land, {ome of whom are not only married men, but, 
having loft a 200, are now living in. comfort, ho~ 

nour, 


of 200 [ 


That all this was contrary to the law 
of Gop is apparent; for the prefs and 
Levites under the Old Teftament, and 
the apoffles and other minifters under the 
New Teftament, who were refpectively 
the clergy of the time, might marry, and 


nour, and reputation with a /econd wife, (fee before, 
p. 197. n.) to blefs the day when men dared to at- 
tack the reigning /uper/fition of the times, and in the 
face of all manner of reproach, and even of the dan- 
ger of death itfelf; boldly vindicate thofe rights of 
mankind, with which the raw עס‎ Gop had inveft- 
ed them, but of which they had been deprived by 
the infolent tyranny of men like themfelves ? 

It little concerned Luther, and his fellow cham- 
pions for the honour of the DIVINE LAw—that 
they were called antichri/is—fcandals to religton— 
revivers and propagators of the laws of Mahomet—or 
that the Popifh Cerberus, with his three heads of 
IGNORANCE, SUPERSTITION, and BLIND ZEAL, 
threatened to tear them to pieces. [hey per/evered 
—they were /uccefsful—and what they fowed in 
times of darkne/t and perfecution, we are reaping in 
days of light and /:berty. 

Thank Gop the aforefaid Cerberus is chained up. 
He now will dark, and bark he may ’till he be 
hoarfe ; the man who minds him can have but little 
elfe to do. 

The author of this book pretends not to be a 
prophet—but judging from what has been to what 
may be, he entertains not the leaft doubt, that, 
a century hence, the world may either wonder at 
the man who had wiipness enough to attack the 
prefent fyftem of things with regard to marriage, or 
that there were found people who were ABSURD 
enough to abufe him for it.— This to 1082 WHOM 
IT MAY CONCERN=-VERBUM Sat. 
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many of them were actually married meti. 
I therefore mention thefe things, to thew 
how we may be led into error, even to 
putting men to death, thinking we do Gov 
Jfervice (John xvi. 2.) when once the word 
of Gop is 1646 for the inventiéns and 
traditions of men; and how far men may 
believe things which are contrary to {crip- 
ture are right and good, and things agree~ 
able to {cripture are wrong and abominable. 
—that this may become the creed of a 
whole nation, nay of a whok church in- 
cluding many nations, fo as to gain the 
fanction of public fatutes, the folemn 
opinions of /awyers, the moft awful de- 
terminations of courts of jujiice. ‘The 
condemnation of polygamy is equally an: 
human device, and has no more authority 
from fcripture for making a man 2 felon 
and to fuffer death (fee τ Jac. 0. 11.) for 
having two wives, than the ftat. 31 Hen- 
ty VIII. above mentioned had for hang 
ing a prief# and the woman he had mar- 
ried. All thefe things are equally the 
Mventions of men, or rather of *SATAN 


* Luther faith well-—‘* Satane commentum eft, 
*> peccatum fingere ubi nullum eft, & juttitiam ne-. 
>> care, ubi vera eft. .---% 16 is an invention of Sa- 
“< tan to feign μη where there is none, and to.deny 
5% righteoufne/s where it truly is.” 


transformed 


₪6 

transformed into an angel of light ; but the 
feriptures are the true Ithuriel’s fpear, 
the zouch of which alone can make him 
appear in his own fhape, of a lyar and a 

murderer from the beginning. Ὁ 
The firft public * law in the empire 
again{t polygamy was at the latter end of 
the fourth century, about the year 393, 
the emperor Theodofius; this was re- 
pealed by the emperor Valentinian about 
jixty years afterwards, and the fubjects of 
the empire were permitted to marry as 
many wives as they pleafed; ““ nor does 


** it appear (fays Chambers tit. Polygamy) 


* In the yeat 324, Chriftianity was by Jaw )/6- 
| blifhed, when Conftantine, after the death 0+ 4 
nius, reigned, without a colleague; fole lord of 6 
Roman empire. However favourable the protection 
of the civil magiffrate was at that time, as well as. 
in after times, to the Chriffian religion, yet from, 
hence we muft date the misfortunes which have at- 
tended the interference of human power, in the 
eftablifhment of Auman fyfiems of faith and cere- 
mony; the former cf which have often been contrary 
to Gop’s word, the /atter utterly fubverfive of it. 
The advancement of the clergy in dignities, riches, 
and honour, under this emperor and 15 
proved fo many pernicious baits to facerdotal ambi- 
bition, avarice, and pride ; and introduced thofe 
fcenes of vice and profligacy among the clergy, 
which occafioned it to be faid~Mundus per offium, 
pietas per fene/ffram—TVhe world entered in at the 
door-—piety flew out at the wirtdow. 

Rs *<othat 
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“Ὁ that the dyhops made any oppofition to 
** this introduction” — (he fhould have 
faid refloration; for if it had not exifted 
before, no law would have been. made 
againit it by Theodofius)—* of polygamy 
** into the empire.” After all, no * hu- 
man authority can decide upon the mat- 
ter, as this has evidently given its fuf- 
frage 20/0 ways upon the fame queftions. 
But can the determinations of סג‎ 
Gop be thus precarious and _ contradic- 
tory? Can the Old Teftament and New 
Teftament be at as great a variance as the 
31 Henry VIII. 6. 14.—which makes it 
death for both the man aizd woman, in the 
cafe of a prief, to marry, or even to con- 
tract matrimony, or to affirm it lawful fo 


to do—and the 5 and 6 + Edw. VI. c. 12. 
| which 


* For which reafon, I forbear to lay any ftrefs 
on the decifions of our chief reformers, Luther — 
Melanéthon — Bucer— Zuinglius, &c. who, after a 
folemn confultation at /Vittemberg, on the queftion 
—‘* whether for a man to have two wives at 07160. 
** was contrary to the divine law 2" anfwered una- 
nimoufly, ** That it was not’?’—and, on this au- 
thority, Philip the Landgrave of Heffe actually mar- 
ried a fecond wife—his firf being alive. This proves 
‘what they thought, but, by no means, that they 

thought right. . . 
+ The preamble to this law affords a moft ftriking 
proof of the power of /uperflition and error over 8 
minds 


ἢ ave | 


which declares the marriage of clerks to 
be as lawful as the marriages of other 
men ?—Had the fcriptures forbidden po- 
lygamy, all the human laws that ever 
could be enacted, and all the human au- 
thorities that ever could be produced, 
could not make it lawful in the fight of 
Gop—for that were to place men above 
Gop. On the other hand, if Gop hath 
not forbidden it, but even a//owed it, all 
the men upon earth, though joined with 
all the ange/s in heaven, cannot make it 
finful—for this were alfo to fet the crea- 
tures above their MaKeER. Judging and 
determining on the matter either way, 


minds of men: for though 2 and 3 Edward VI. 
c. 21. had made it lawful for prieffs to marry, yet 
far the greater number of people held fuch marriages 
>> to be inconfiftent with the law of Gop, and only 
>> to have been tolerated’? by the former ftatute, 
>> like ufury and other unlawful things, to avoid 
*> oreater inconvenience and evils,” infomuch that 
they ** accounted the children of fuch marriages to be 
>> baftards, as born in unlawful wedlock, and would 
>> hardly attend the ordinances of the church, if ad- 
>> miniftered by married priefis.’ Our prejudices 
againft polygamy arife from the fame fource of error 
and fuperftition, and are equally unwarranted and 
eroundlefs, as the Jaw of Gop no more forbids this 
than it does the other. Forbidding 10 marry, where 
Gop has not forbidden it, is the dodfrine of devils 
(1 Tim. iv. 1, 3.) however holy, pure, and pious it 
nay be deemed, whether by Prote/tants or Papi/is. 


ΓΝ but 
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but on the authority of Gop’s law, is 4 
much more ferious thing than is ufually 
imagined ; for there are as many woes 
pronounced on thofe who call good evil, 

as on thofe who call evil good. If. v. 20. 
The learned Grorivs, in his book 
De Ver. Chriflian. Rel. lib. ii. § 1 3 
note 12, feems to intimate, that 1 Cor. 
Vil. 4. is to be relied on as a text full in 
point to prove the unlawfulnefs of poly- 
Samy amongtt Chrifians; for that it was 
lawful amongft the ews, he not only 
allows, but brings many authorities to 
prove, in note 7, on lib. ii. 4. 13. But 
there is another text, at ver. 2, which, as 
it has been looked upon as a conclufive 
argument againit polygamy, I will firft 
confider, and then proceed in order to the 
following verfes, from ver. 2 to ver. ξ, 
inclufive. The words of the text alluded 
to are— Neverthelefs, to avoid fornication, 
let every man have bis own wife, and every 
acoman ber own hufoand. The ftrength 
of the whole argument drawn from this 
pafiage confifts in a fort of * quibble up- 
on 


* [have elfewhere obferved, on the danger of 
this method of interpretation, we have but to rely 
on the found of words, and 1 fecond marriages are 
directly forbidden, ver. 27. Art thoy loofed from a 

Fie 3 wife © 
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on the word wife, that, as well as the 
word 20/2000, being in the fingular num- 
her—wife, not wives. But fuppofe it had 
been faid, ** Let every man have his own 
τε fervant, and every fervant his ows maf- 
«© ter,” would it afford a conclufive proof, 
that becaufe xo man can ferve two mafters, 
therefore no mafter could have more than 
one fervant? 

However, as this text has been, and 
is, looked upon as a direét proof of the 
unlawfulnefs of polygamy amonegft Chri/ 
fians, 166 us give it a thorough confide= 
ration. In the firft place, let us reftore 
it to its own genuine words ; for our 
tranflators have introduced fomething 
which is not in the original. The words 
in the Greek are—Aia δὲ tas wopvelac—the 
verb 20 avoid is not there—the words τὰς 
πορνειᾶς, Which we tranflate formscationy 
are plural, not fingular, and fhould 6 
rendered fornicatious, or the fornications— 
they being in the accufative cafe, are gow 


wife? feek nota wife. Again, the method of eftas 
blifhing doGtrines by mere words or fentences de- 
tached from the context, might furnifh us with as 
direct a prohibition of marriage to Chriftians, as 
ever was contended for in the primitive churches ; 
for no words can be plainer'than μή 00761 אוש‎ 
feck not a wife. 


P 4 verned, 


] וו‎ 
verned, not by the verb 20 avoid, which 
1s not in the text, but by the prepofition 
διὰ, which zs. This prepofition διὰ has 
various meanings, according to the cafe 
it governs. Sometimes it governs a gen/- 
tive—{fometimes an accufative, and then | 
it may fignify—for ;---10 Dr. Hammond 
renders it here—dut for fornications ;—alfo 
—with refpect teo—as to—with regard to— 
guod attinet ad:—{over. 26. dick τὴν eves σαν 
civaryuyy, may be rendered, with re/pect to (in 
refpect of —Dr. Hammond) the prefent nece/~ 
fity. Many authorities might be cited for 
this ufe of the word, both in facred and 
profane writers; and it fo fuits with the 
fubject-matter of the verfe in queftion, 
that I conceive this to be the fenfe of da 
in this place. 

The context fhews very plainly, that. 
what 62. Paul fays, is in an{wer to fome 
gueftions put to him 4y letter, and fent to 
him at Pdilippi, where he appears to have 
been when he wrote the anfwer; and if 
we may judge of the gueffions by the 
* anfwer, which is furely a very fair way 


of 


* This, in the inftance before us, is the only 
way by which we can judge, as we have not the 
- Corinthians \etter itfelf to inform us of its contents ; 
for want of which, there are fome paflages in the 
chapter 6007] and hard to be underftood. Still a 
meaning 
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of judging, they probably concerned a very 


infamous, but common practice, that of 
married men \ending out or even marry- 


ing 
meaning they certainly muft have; and our judg- 
ment, with refpect to that meaning, fhould be di- 
rected— firft, by a confideration of the manners, 
cuftoms, difpofitions, and charaéters of the writers, 
alfo of their fituation with regard to time and place 
—fecondly, of the charaéter, fituatian, and office of 
the anfwerer; whofe holy zeal, and confummate 
knowledge of the divine Jaw, mutt render it impof- 
fible for him to write a fyllable which doth not 
exactly harmonize with the Old Teftament. | 
Both thefe 1 have endeavoured to keep in view, 
while I have been fetting down my thoughts on this 
paflage of fcripture. | 

When the Apofile faith txasos τὴν ἕαυ]ὰ שא )שץט]‎ 
את‎ ΤΩ, he certainly ufes the verb ἔχω in a larger 
fenfe than merely having.—This verb fignifies to 
poffe/s, retain, which is to continue the poffeffion of: 
So it is apparently ufed, Matt. xiv. 4. where John 
the Bapti/? tells Herod, concerning Heredias his bro- 
ther Philip’s wife, whom Hered had taken to him- 
felf—Oux ἔξες! oot ἜΧΕΙΝ αὐ͵ὴν. So Mark vi. 18. 
Oux’ ἔξεςί σοί ἜΧΕΙΝ τὴν γυνῶικα τοῦ ASEAQE 0%-- 
where the Baptz/? cannot be {uppofed merely to con- 
demn Herod’s having her at firft, but alfo to declare 
the unlawfulnefs of his retaining, or continuing the 
poffeffion of her. So here—let every man retain, 
continue the poffeffion of —yuvaine the wife—rtiv ἑαυ]ξ 
of himfelf—i. e. who is his own property—and not 
fuffer her to go to other men, as the cuftom was, 

nor take other men’s wives to himfelf. 
The Apoftle proceeds—xai ¢xdsn τὸν ἼΔΙΟΝ dpe 
dpa EXETQ. 1167678 an evident variation in the 
phrafeology, on which we fhall take occafion to ob- 
ferve hereafter. At prefent, let it be noticed, that 
, the 

5 
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ing their wrves to other people, and of 
courfe the married women going from 
their own hufbands to other men. That 

| this 


the introduction of the word ἼΔΙΟΝ, muft 20668, 
and materially, the meaning of the word ExETQ, 
and make alfo the word 446 to be taken in an ex- 
clufive fenfe—as thus— Let every (wife) retain, pof- 
fefs (i. e. keep to, as we fay) the man or hufband 
appropriated to her exclufively of all other men. 

- Thus both parts of the verfe are in the ftricteft 
analogy with the divine law, and equally contribute 
to reprobate the breach of it by ** community of 
6% women,” which was a Gentile-cuftom. 

As for the conclufion againft polygamy, which is 
drawn from the word wife, as well as the word hu/- 
band, being in the fmgular number, it will not 
hold; for the fcriptures plainly fhew us, that wife 
muft frequently be underftood in a di/ributive fenfe. 
A remarkable paflage of this fort is in 1 Tim. iii. 12. 
Let the deacons be the bufbands of ONE WIFE—wlas 
γυναικὸς dvd'pes.—But can any body fuppofe, that 
there was to be but one wife amongft them all? So 
in the tenth commandment—Thoy fhalt not covet thy 
neighbour's WIFE— This (like ox, 0/5, hoxfe, fervant ( 
muft be taken in a d/fributive fenfe, and mean any’ 
married woman or women whatfoever. So Exod. 
xxi. 22, 34. Jf aman dig a pit, and not cover it, and 
an ox or anafs fall theretn—the owner of the pit 1 
make it good, &c. Are not pits, and oxen, and affes, 
to be here underftood? So in the text, the word 
wife means any woman or women who may be mar- 
ried to the man. 

The word hufband muft be underftood in an ex= 
clufive fenfe, becaufe the whole Bible fhews that ἃ 
woman could have but one hufband—here well -א6‎ 
prefled by the ἴδιον ἄνδρα. In fhort, this fcrip- 
ture, like all others, muft be interpreted according 

3 
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this was the cafe in Corinth, may well 
be taken for granted, when we confider 


to the analogy of the faith, by taking a view of the 
divine law in all its parts, and not by confining 
ourfelves to mere literal conftruction of a fingle 
word—or text—or paflaze; for, by this means, we 
might be brought into all the errors of the chyrch of 
Rome, or into all the herefies that have been invent- 
ed ; not one of which is without fome text of fcrip- 
ture for its fupport, which being wreffed from all 
the reft, has been wrefied from its meaning, and 
made to fignify juft what the fancies of men have 
applied it to. It is very truly obferved by an an- 
tient writer, ** Turpe eff tota lege non infpecta, vel 
*> perlecta, de lege judicare.” ‘* To judge of the 
>> Jaw, without reading over and examining the 
ἐς whole, is fhameful.” He proceeds—* Ita turpe. 
ἐς etiam theologa textum originalem in {criptura fa- 
*> cra non infpicere, aut illum ftudio preterire, ἃς 
** tamen {cripturam explicare velle.’’ ‘* So it is 
>> fhameful in a theologif? not to infpect the original 
>> text in the facred {cripture, or purpofely to. pafs 
>> it by, and yet pretend to explain the fcripture.”’ 
The interpretation which the Rhemi/?s give ta 
this 1 Cor. vii. 2. is by no means to be defpifed—I 
will here fet it down; for— 
Fas eft S ab hofte doceri. 


55 Let every one have, keep, or ufe his own wife, 
ἐς to whom he was married before his converfion ; 
** for the Apoftle here anfwereth to the firft quef- 
ἐς tion of the Corinthians, which was not —whether 
>> it were lawful to marry? but—whether they were 
** not bound, upon their converfion, to abftain 
>> from the company of their wiyes married before 
>> in their infidelity? as fome did perfuade them 
** they ought to be.” This would feem a good ex- 
pofition of the place, if the 4po/le had not fo -א6‎ 
prefsly treated this paint in the following verfe. 


that 
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that there were fo many 1007008 from 
which fuch practices were fo eafily de- 
rived. The Corinthians were a people 
lewd and * debauched to a proverb— 
Χορινθιαζειν, to Corimthianize, or play the 
Corinthian, was a phrafe which exprefted 
a man’s being abominable:—add to this 
the fondnefs of the Greeks for the maxims 
of the divine PLatTo, as he was called, 
one of which was—vxovas μὲν γυναικας, 
uolves δὲ Elvokt παῖδας, that ** women and 
““ children ought to be common :”—add 
to this the fect of the Groffics, thofe early 
heretics, who held ““ a community of 
** women, and that all marriage was 


66+ 0+ + the devil ;’—thefe {pread their 


errors 


* See 1 Cor. vi. 11. former part. Strabo writes, 
' that there was at Corinth a temple of Venus, fo rich, 
that it maintained above a thoufand harlots facred 
to her fervice, ἑεροσδιέλες eJaspas, which were confe- 
crated both by men and women to that goddefs. 
See the advantage and neceflity of the Chri/fian re- 
velation, by F. Leland, D. D. vol.i. p. 174. Others 
fay, that the number of proftitutes in honour of 
Venus at Corinth was 2000. See Lett. of ‘fews ta 
Voltaire, vol. ii. p. 53- | 

Strabo, Geog. lib. xii. fpeaking of the temple of the 
moon in Comana of Cappadocia, where all manner of 
the moft horrid zmpurities were committed, as parts of 
religious worfbip, calls it—** a little CoRINTH.”’ 

+ Among the errors of the famous 1000: or 
Manicheus, in the third century, this principle is 
found—he taught, that ** all marriage is of the 

| ** devil, 
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errors far and wide among the Chri/fian 
churches:—and laftly—the horrid :prac- 
tice of men’s lending their wives to others, 
was even a fort of * law in Greece; this 
originated firft in Sparta, that famous 
city of Peloponnefus, on the edge of which 
Corinth ttood ; trom thence it {pread 11- 
felf into the reft of the cities of Greece, 
Corinth, no doubt, as: well. as others. 
The following account of this vile cuf- 
tom is to be found in Plutarch’s life of the 
celebrated Spartan law-giver Lycurgus. 
> 116 (Lycurgus) next bethought him- 
>> felf how to prevent that wild and 
*> womanith paflion of jealoufy, by mak- 
ing it a matter of reputation, not only 
to banifh from matrimony all violence 


devil, invented by him to tie the fouls to the 
flefh, and to retard their return to heaven.”’ See 
Fortin’s Remarks, vol. ii. p. 50. 


* Grotius, {peaking of the fewifh divorces, faith 
—‘* Quod et hodie ufurpant Mahumetifie, & olim. 
*> Greci ac Latini tanta licentia, ut & uxores ad 
ἐς tempus utendas aliis darent Lacones & Cato.” 
Which the Mahometans often practice at this day, 
and formerly the Greeks and Latins, with fuch licen- 
tioufnef/s, that they could grant the ufe of their wives 
to others for a GIVEN TIME. This was the cafe among 
the Lacedemonians, and Cato alfa did the fame.” ἢ 
thus tranflate, or rather paraphrafe, the latter part 
of Grotius’ words, otherwife they do ποῖ fo well 
anfwer to the general words Greci & Latini.. See 


Grot. De Verit. lib. ii. § 13. 


ἐς and 
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and diforder, but alfo to allow mer 
the freedom of imparting the ufe of 
their wives to deferving perfons, that 
fo they might have children by them. 
And he laughed at thofe who think 
the violation of the marriage-bed fuch 
an infupportable affront, that they 16- 
venge it by murders and cruel wars. 
Lycurgus thought a man not to be blam- 
ed, who, being in years, and having 
a young wife, fhould recommend fome 
virtuous handfome young man, that 
fhe might have a child by him, who 
might inherit the good qualities of 
fuch a father, and this child the good 
man loves as tenderly as if he was his 
own getting.——On the other hand, a 
worthy man, who was in love with a 
married woman upon account of her 
modefty, and well-favourednefs of her 
children, might, without formality, ᾿ 
beg of ber 2/0000 a night's lodging ; 
that he might, like flips of a fine tree 
planted in a goodly garden, have chil- 
dren of a good race, and well related. 


‘ For Lycurgus was of opinion, that 
‘ children were not fo much the pro- 


priety of their parents, as of the whole 
commonwealth ; and therefore he would 
not havé them begotten by the frf 

‘S comers, 


] 223 J 

‘* comers, but by the beft men that could 
** be found.” | 

This cuftom was far from being reck- 
oned criminal * or adulterous, it was ap- 
plauded greatly; and ““ fo far were wo- 
*> men from that {candalous liberty which 
>> has been objected to them, that they 
* knew not what the name of adultery 
** meant.”—** A proof of this we have 
** in Geradas, a very antient Spartan, 
** who, being afked by a ftranger what 
““ punifhment their law had appointed 
** for adultery? anfwered—‘‘ My friend, 
“ there are no adulterers in our country.” 


* The community of wives cannot be conceived 
to have efcaped the lewd Corinthians, when we con- 
fider how it f{pread far and wide among the Gen- 
tiles. This is faid to have been the cuftom of the 
Troglodytes, Agathyrfi, the Maflagete and Scy- 
thians, of whom Strabo faith—** they had their wives 
*> in common, agreeably to the laws of Plato.” 

Puffendorf has given a long lift of other nations, 
which had the fame cuftom among them, fuch as 
the antient inhabitants of Britain, the Sabeans, 
thofe of the kingdom of Calecut, the antient Lithu- 
anians, &c. See Leland, vol. ii. p. 129, note r. 

Diogenes, whom Epictetus celebrates with the epi- 
thet of divine, held that ** women ought to be com~ 
>> mon’’—looking upon marriage to be nothing; 
** that every man and woman might keep company 
*> with whom they liked beft, and that therefore 
** children ought to be in common.” Ib. 132. So 
the 5/0/65 held that women ought to be in common among 
the wife, 133. | 


> But, 
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But, replies the ftranger, fuppofe 
> € there were one, how would you punifh 
>> him?” He anfwered—‘* The offender 
*> muft pay to the plaintiff a bull, with 
>> a neck fo long, that he might. drink 
> out of the river Ewrotas, from over 
> the top of mount Taygeta.”. ** Why, 
>> ’tis impoflible to find fuch a bull, faid 
ἐς the man.” Geradas {miling replied— 
6>> ’T'was juft as impoflible to find an 
<¢ adulterer in Sparta.” It is endlefs to 
obferve on the total blindnefs of fuch 
people, with refpect to the daw of Gon: 
but when the Corinthians were awakened 
to a fenfe of divine things, though, as well 
as others in that part of Greece, they had 
been * infected with this Spartan leaven, 
and followed the 2770002065, as they had im- 
bibed the principles of their nezghbours ; 
yet neither cuftom, example, nor preju- 
dice of education, could filence, or any 
longer {atisfy their confciences, and there- 
fore they feem to have written to the apo/~ 
tle, to know his fenfe of the matter; which 
he clearly gives them in the words of the 
text, and which evidently reprobate this 


* Lycurgus eftablifhed his laws in Lacedemon al- 
moft goo years before Curisv, fo that they had 
full time to circulate and grow into cuftoms, not 
only in Greece, but alfo in many other parts of the 


world. 
horrid 


et ae 
horrid * cuftom. Having, in the pre- 
ceding chapter, 611001160 at large the fub- 
jects of whoredom and fornication, and 
lewdnefs in general, he begins this fe- 
venth chapter with an anfwer to the par- 
ticular queftions propofed to him in the 
letter which he had received from them. 
The paffage may be thus paraphrafed :-- 
Now concerning the things whereof ye wrote 
unto me—** 1 fay, firft in general, though 
““ not for the reafons which fome of your 
‘ philofophers have given, nor for thofe 
> « which the Gnoffics have fuggetted, as if 
| “ marriage was wrong or finful in itfelf, 
** but for prudential reafons, arifing from 
‘‘ the fituation of things at this time 
‘< (ver. 26.) it és good, καλὸν, ufeful, pro- 
‘© ftable (ver. 8 and 26.) for a man not 
** 20 touch a woman—to have no dealings 


*> with the other + fex. (See Matt. xix. 


* By the manner of St. Paul’s exprefling himfelf, 
1 Cor. y. 1. he feems to infinuate, that,’ 6ת0‎ man’s 
taking or having another’s wife, was a matter by no 
means unheard of among ft the Gentiles; though a 
man’s having his father’s wife was. 

See an inftarice of this fort of degeneracy among 
the Fews, Amos ii. 7. 

t μὴ 47[0008: γυναίκα is conftrued, by fome 
learned men, by ducere uxorem—to marry a wife ;— 
but I rather think our tranflation right—not to touch 
ὦ woman—for, as the word ἀνθρώπω denotes man in 
a general fenfe, {d, to make both parts of the fen- 
tence correfpond with each other, the ואש‎ mut 
be general alfo. 


Vor, I. Φ de? @ Fae 
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11, 12. But with refpect to the + fors 


nications you mention, and concerning 
““ which you defire to know my fenti- 
** ments; 1 anfwer, conformably to the 
>> law of Gop, which ordains, that aman 
5* (hall cleave to his wife, δος. (Gen, ii. 24.) 
*> and that no woman fhall depart from 
* her hufband, and go to another man (fee 
““ Rom..vil. 1, 2, 3). Let every man have 
bis wife—ryy γυναῖκα éauts—the woman 
ἐς who belongs to him—and not lend 
*> her out, or fuffer her to marry another, 
ἄς. nor let hie take a woman who is not 
ὁ“ γυνή ἑαυτα, bis wife, but another man’s, 


- + There is no neceffity to reftrain the word 
wopyctas in this place, as our tranflators feem to 
have done, to the idea of what is ufually meant by that 
term, that is to fay, commerce with harlots ; for it is 4 

eneral: word, expreflive of adultery, as well as what is 
called fornication. Thus the 000/28 ufes it but a lit- 
tle before in'this very 222/25 chap. v. 1. to denote 
not only adultery, but alfo 20000. It is ufed as fig- 
nifying adultery, Matt. v. 32. xix. 9; for though 
it may there fignify lewdnefs committed before mar- 
riage, but not found out till afterwards, yet it muft 
neceflarily alfo be underftood to mean fueh acts done 
after marriage; for our Lorp cannot be fuppofed 
to mean that the former was a juft caufe of divorces 
and not the /atter—fo that the word σορνεία muft 
include both. 02/6064 being plural, well denotes 
the complicated crimes of the hufband’s lending his 
wife to another man, and the wife’s going. 10 ano- 
ther man befides her hufband,. including alfo the 
crime of him who took her. 


6 to: 


] 9 1 


ἐξ to himfelf. So 00 let every martied 
** qwoman have ber own proper hu/band—~ 
*> τον ἴδιον avdpa—the man appropriated to 
““ her, exclufively of all other men upon 
*> earth, and not depart, or fuffer her- 
> felf to be dent or given to any other 
és man: 

I would here obferve, that there is a 
very remarkable difference of expreflion, 
which, though preferved in many other 
tranflations, is not in ours.. We render 
the two claufes juit alike, whereas they are 
| not fo in the original, but—ryy ‘EAYTOY 

yurtima, and τὸν IAION ἀνδρᾳ. The La- 
tim tranflations preferve this difference of 
expreflion—/uam uxorem—proprium virum. 
Leufd. ex Mont. So the old and new 
tranflations in Beza’s Teftament, and 
Barker's Eng. Teft. 1615, and the Ge- 
meva, 1557. Let every man have 8 
WIFE, and every woman her own hufband. 
ff all feripture be given by infpiration of 
Gop, (2 Tim. iii. 16.) and holy men 
Spake as they were moved by the Holy Ghoff, 
(2 Pet. 1. 21.) I cannot but think that 
there is fome weighty reafon for the dif. | 
ference of expreflion, in giving the epi- 
thet ‘Idi to the bu/band, with refpec to 
the w7fe, and not to the wife, with refpect 
to the 20/2000. This is obfervable, not 


Q 2 only 
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only in this place, but in * many others. 
Eph. ν. 24, 25. τοῖς ἰδίοις ἀνδράσιν, their 
own hufbands—tas γυνᾶικας ἑαυτῶν, your 
wives ;—and ver. 28, τἄς ἑαυτῶν γυνᾶᾷιμας; 
their wives—tyy 60078 γυναῖκά, his wife.— 
Again, Col, i. 18, 19. tae ἰδίοις ἀνδράσιν 
—propris viris—their own hufbands— 
τὰς yuvdines, your wives (ἑαυτῶν being un- 
derftood).. St. Peter, who was the apo/~ 
tle of the circumctfion, ufes the fame mode 
of expreflion, 1 Pet. iit. 1. Let the wives 
be fubject, τοῖς 390016 dvdpeiciv—propriis viris 
—io their own husbands. The word Ἴδιος 
has certainly an emphatical meaning 
wherever we find it, therefore muft have 
its emphafis in this place, as well as in 
others. It feems to denote fuch an ap- 
propriation of the husband to the wife, as 
that fhe could not 4ave, or go to any other 
man. This idea may be iluftrated from 
Rom. xiv. 4. Who art thou that judgeft 


* Rom. viii. 32. we meet with a very material 
proof of the emphatical import of the word '14'006, to 
denote Curist’s being Gon’s ‘own proper fon, in 
fuch a fenfe as no creature is or can be. So, in 
the paflage under confideration, the word Ides de- 
notes that the man is the woman’s hufband, in fuch 
a fenfe as no other man is or can be. Curist, 
John ν. 18, is faid to call Gop 140060 8 
own proper Father :—this muft be in a fenfe as ex« 
clufive of all other beings, as the 1006 ayup is exclus 
five of all other men. 


another 
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another man’s fervant? τῶ] δίω xuplw— pro» 
prio domino—to his owN majier he fiandeth 
or falleth. Here ἴδιος 18 ufed as an epithet 
to the maffer with refpect to the /ervant 
(as 1 Tim. vi. 1. Tit. ii. g.) and mutt 
denote fuch an appropriation of the matter 
to the fervant, as to exempt the fervant 
from the authority, power, controul, 
command, or fervice of any other, but 
that of Ais own (Ide) mafter; for, as was 
00167060 before, o man can ferve two maf- 
ters, though the mafter may have many 
fervants ; nor is any of his fervants the 
lefs fo, becaufe he has others. So here, 
1 Cor. vii. 2, and the other paflages re- 
ferred to, the hufband is ftyled ἴδιον, to 
denote that 2ק‎ ether man can have any 
power, propriety, or intereft whatfoever 
in the fociety of the wife, but the ἴδιος 
dvyp, the proper and appropriated huf- 
band. I own that I can account for this 
difference of expreffion in no other way, 
than by fuppofing the /eripture confiftent 
with itfelt, and that the diftinction fo 
evident in the Old Teftament, was to be 
preferved throughout the New Tefta- 
ment—that though a man might have 
more than one wife, yet a woman could 
have but one husband; had fhe more, nei- 
ther could be ftyled properly ἰδῆς dvyp, for 
fhe would be as much the property of 


3 one 
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one as of the other, or rather be zz conr= 
mon between, or amongft them, accord+ 
ing to their number; whereas, doubt- 
lefs, though a man has two wives, each 
may be properly ftyled γύνη éavriu—* bis. 
wife. No man may be faid to-have an 
exclufive property in, or appropriation of 
himfelf to, a perfon, עס‎ thing, which 
others may fhare with him: therefore 
the word 70/06 is peculiarly adapted to de- 
note the exclufive appropriation of the 
husband to the wife to be, like the exclu- 
five appropriation of the maffer to the fer-= 
want, 100 ἃ one as gives to him alone, 
exclufive of all others, the whole affen- 
tion, obedience, and fervice of the party, 
fo long as the relation which requires 
thefe fhall continue. Whereas γυνη, wife, 
is never found with the exclufive ἴδιος, 
but coupled only with the pronoun pof- 
feflive 6808. To illuftrate what has 
been faid, we may obferve as to 0 
and his two wives, Leah and Rachel, 
Rache! as well as Leah, with refpe& to 
‘facob, was yun saute, bis wife (Gen. xxx. 
26. ΧΧΧΙ. 50.) and he the 70906 dvup, 
the husband, exclufively of all other men, 


* The propriety of this can hardly be difputed, 
when we reflect that it is the conftant language of 
the Old Teftament. 


; | appropriated 
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apprepriated to doth, infomuch that ner 
ther could have gone to’any other man, 
without being an adu/terefs: but we no 
where find ‘¥acob, nor any other polyga- 
mift, ftigmatized as an adulterer or Sorni- 
cator, on account of his having two wives. 
That fuch a cuftom as Plutarch fhews 
to have originated from the famous law- 
giver of Sparta, fhould reach Cormth, 
which ftood at the edge of Peloponne/us, 
is not at all furprizing, when we find it 
had even reached to * Rome. Cato of 
Utica atually gave his wife Marcia to his 
friend Hortenfius, and himfelf affifted at 
the wedding. א‎ 
The words of the text clearly apply 

to the forbidding 10 monftrous a. breach 
of the law of marriage, and apply equally 
to polygamy as to monogamy. Abigail and 
Abinoam were, with 1612660 to David, 
each of them yuvy 20078. bis wife—for the 


* In fhort, this cuftom of lending wives to each 
other was fo common among the Gentiles, that it is 
inconceivable fuch a pra¢tice fhould not be among 
the Corinthians. Ceafar tells us of the antient Bri- 
tains—** Ten or twelue of them have wives in com- 
>> mon amongft them—but every woman’s children 
>> are accounted his, who firft poffefled her when 
** a virgin; fo many men, having each of them mar- 
>> ried his proper,wife, afterwards agreed upon that 
>> friendly way of pofleffing them.” De B. G. lib. v. 
Much more to the fame purpofe may be found in 
Puffendorf, book vi. 6.1. § 15. | | 
' 0 4 Holy 
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Holy Ghoft faith, 1 Sam. xxv, 43. they 


were both of them his wives: and therefore 
he was the ἰδιος ἄνηρ, the peculiar, pro- 
per, appropriated hufband to both. If 
Davip had taken gnother man’s wife, Or 
either of them had been lent out or given 
to another man, this would have fallen 
directly under the interdict of the 2006 
who here fays no more than is exactly 
confonant with the Jew of Mo/es. 

Saying that this text forbids polygamy, 
becaufe the word wife is in the fingular 
number, is mere trifling; as much fo, 
as contending that a man is to love but 
one * neighbour, becaufe it is faid, Thou 


* We meet with numberlefs paflages in the fcrip- 
ture, where the fingular is not to be underftood exclu- 
fively, that is, fo as not to include the 2/2700, but dif- = 
tributively fo as to include it. Witnefs the paflages 
referred to, as alfo the fourth commandment— 
‘© Thou fhalt do no manner of work, thou nor thy 
ἐς fan, nor thy daughter, nor thy man-fervant, nor 
“Ὁ thy maid-jervant, nor the /?ranger that is within 
*© thy gates.” Are we to gather from hence, that 
aman is to have but one fon, one daughter, one man- 
Servant, one maid-fervant, &c.? So the ninth 
commandment—** Thou fhalt not bear falfe wit- 
** nefs againft thy mezghbour.”’—Endlefs are the ex- 
amples of this fort, which might be brought, to fhew 
that, in many inftances, the fzgu/ar number cannot 
be confined to an exclufive 16016, but muft, of necef- 
fity, be extended diffrilutively, 10 as to include many, - 
and indeed 4/1 of the kind which is fpoken of: 
and in this fenfe the word w7fe muft be underftood, 
1 Cor. vii. 2, in order to make the text harmonize 


with the Old Teftament. 
Shalt 
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fealt love thy neighbour as thyfelf; not 
neighbours ; or that he fhall keep but oxe 
fervant, becaufe it is faid, Rom. .טנא‎ 4. 
Who art thou that judgef? another man's 
fervant, in the fingular ‘number, not /er- 
vants, in the plural: or to argue for pa- 
lygamy, becaufe it is faid, 1 Cor. vil. 29. 
they that have wives, and not every one 
that has a wife. All fuch literal or ver- 
bal criticifm is mere word-catehing , far 
below the dignity of fair argument, and 
deferves nothing but contempt. 

Thofe who reprefent the 200 as ad- 
drefling himfelf to fimgle perfons, and 
advifing them to marry, to avoid fornica- 
tion, make him guilty of evident tauto- 
bgy—for the eighth verfe is exprefily 34- 
drefled to the unmarried and widows. 
After wifhing that all, like himfelf, 
could live unmarried (that they might 
have lefs diftraétion in their attendance 
on the fervice of Gop, ver. 35.) he 08 
—but if they cannot contain let them mar- 
ry, far it is better to marry than bura— 
πυρουσθαί, to be fired, to be on fire— 
(comp. Cant. vill. 6. Hof: vii. 4.) that 
is, with /v/, or unchafte defires, by which 
they might be driven into the commiflion | 
of fornication, and all manner of unclean- 
nefs ;—which is, in effect, faying the fame 
> thing over again, as fome would have 
him. 
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him to fay at the fecond verfe, the very 
terms of which fhew it to be 400176060 to 
married perfons; for how could the apofile. 
fay toa fingle man—let him have—éyeTo, 
retainm—vyvviinn énvts, bis wife; or to a. 
fingle woman—let her have, i. e. keep to— 
tov idiov avdpa, her own husband? 6 
immediate connection of this verfe with 
the three following, which can belong 
to married people only, is another ftron 

argument for the truth of this obferva- 
tion. Befides, if we underftand the 
éxacos, every man, and the éxacy, every 
qwoman, to relate here to any but the 
married people, it may feem to make the 
apofile command every one to marry, whe- 
ther they chufe it or not, contrary to 
ver. 7,8. The word éxacoc is certainly 
relative, and mutt agree with fome ma/cu- 
dine fubftantive under{ftood: this can be, 
{agreeably to the reft of the verfe) no- 
thing but ἄνηρ, which, in the laft claufe, 
muft fignify husband—rov ἰδίον avdpa, ber 
‘own husband, and 10 in the four times it 
is ufed in the two folowing verfes. 6 
word éuacy 15 alfo relative, and mutt 
agree with fome feminine fubftantive un- 
derftood ; this can be no other than γυνή, 
which, in this verfe, is rendered wife ; 
and fo the four times it is ufed in the fol- 
lowing verfes, 11 the avyp and γυνὴ which 
ΗΝ are 
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are under ftood, had been rendered as they 
are uniformly in the reft of the conzexr, 
all difficulty in underftanding, and all 
difputes about, the 200/25 meaning had 
been faved, and the evi/ alluded to repro- 
bated in as plain terms as the apofile in= 
tended it fhould; for the verfe would 
have ftood thus—Ler every husband (or 
married man) have 2/1 wzfe-—yuvaiind ἑαυτὸ, 
the wife that belongs to him—and every 
qife (or married woman) have er own 
husband. . 
When he addrefles himfelf το μηρί 
perfons, and advifes them to marry to 
avoid fornication (which is certainly the 
meaning of ver. g.) he does not ufe a 
doubtful periphrafis, but {peaks the matter 
in the common ufual phrafe—yayysdrecay, 

—let them marry. ‘There is fomethin 
remarkable alfo at the tenth and eleventh 
verfes, where, in anfwer to fome quef- 
tion put to him in the Corzmthians letter, 
probably about married perfons, who were 
in a ftate of feparation, he fays — Let 
not the wife depart from her husband, but 
if fhe depart—wevito ἄγαμος --- ἰοέ her re~ 
main unmarried. Comp. Rom. vil. 3. and. 
1 Cor. vii. 39. This is faid to be the 
command of Gon, ver. 10; how is it 
that 16 is not extended to the husband? 
It is only faid—Let not the husband put 
away 
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away bis wife. Had he conftrued Matt. 
.אוא‎ 9. by the found inftead of the /enfe, 
he moft probably would have faid of the 
husband alfo, pevétwo ἄγαμος, let him remain 
unmarried, in cafe of her departure, or of 
his putting her away. | 

But as thofe fale apoftles, deceitful work- 
ers, transforming themfelves into the apofiles 
of CuRIsT, 2 Cor. xi. 13. had, by their 
erroneous and monf{trous doétrines, faying, 
*> that all marriage was of the Devil” 
(for fuch was the doétrine of the Guoftics ) 
fadly diftrefled the confciences of weak 
people, and led them to think, that, as 
marriage was a finful thing, therefore al] 
conjugal intercourfe between married peo- 
ple muft be fnful too, we find 6וז‎ 
proceeding, ver. 3, to anfwer that part 
of the etter which related to their dif- 
trefs on this account. But, fo far from 
deeming the intercourfe of married per- 
fons wrong, he fays—‘< Let the hufband 
““ render unto the wife due benevolence, 
᾿Οφειλομενὴν evvosav (which anfwers to 
the ענה‎ of Mofes, Exod. xxi. 10. and 
which we decently render duty of mar- 
riage) and likewife the wife unto the 
husband. The wife has not power over 
her own body, 10 as to withdraw herfelf 
entirely from the conjugal debt, but 


!* the husband may, as a matter of right, 
** have 
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have accefs to her at all proper times and 
feafons. Likewife the husband has not 
the power (ἐκ ἐξεσιαζει) of bis own body, 
(Ὁ as to withdraw from the conjugal 
intercourfe with his wife, dut the 


wife, as a debt due from the contract 


which the man is under to her, by the 
very terms of their union, has a right 
to his /octety. 

>> Therefore, defraud ye not one the 
other, μὴ ἀποςερειτε ἀλληλοὺῦς, do not de= 
prive or wrong each other in {πεῖς re- 
{pects, under a falfe notion of its be- 
ing finful to come together as man 
and wife. There may be ¢/mes, in- 
deed, when both may find it expe- 
dient, and therefore both confent to 
feparate for a while; as on occafion of 
particular abftinence and devotion : 
but let not even this exceed the bounds 
of prudence, left, if it fhould, Satan 
fhould take the advantage of you, and 
tempt you to gratify, in an unlawful 
way, thofe defires which may lawfully 
be fatisfied between married perfons, 
However, I do not infift upon the mat- 
ter of your parting, even for a feafon, by 
way of commandment, κατ᾽ ἐπιταγὴν, but 
by way of permiffion, κατά συγγνώμην." 


See 2 Cor, vill. 10. 
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τ A take the ὈφΦειλομενην ἐυνοιαν of Paul to 
anfwer exactly to the word my which is 
rendered duty of marriage. 'This is men- 
tioned by Mo/es to be 11111 due to the כ‎ 
wife, though a man take a fecond. Exod. 
xxi, 10. Therefore this pafflage of St. 
Paul no more concludes againft polygamy, 
than.that of Mo/es, which actually fup- 
poles it. The root ענה‎ means to aéf upon 
Some perfon or thing—and, in Kal, to lie 
with a. woman, Gen. xxxiv. 2. Deut. xxi. 
14, Deut. xxii. 24, 29: fo that by com- 
paring fcripture with {cripture, 6 
find one part explain the other. There 
is a fimilarity of expreflion between Mo- 
Jfes.and Paul, which, I own, makes me 
think that the /etter copied the fentiments 
of the former, upon the fubjects before 
us. Mofes faith yoy וענתה לא‎ ber duty 
of marriage he. fhall not withhold — fub- 
tratt — withdraw — keep back from her. 
Paul fays—let the husband render to the 
wife due benevolence— ὈΟΦειλομενην Ἔυνοιαν-ττο 
which is faying the fame thing, in. other 
words indeed, but with the fame mean- 
ing.. To render to another their due is 
not to withold it; and not to withold 
it 1s to render τι, Paul fays, μη ἀποςερειτε 
—Mofes fays לא נרע‎ which the LXX ac~ 
tually tranflate 8% ἀποςερήσει. This is the 
very identical verb which we tranflate 


defraud 
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defraud not. Yi fignifies to fubtrad or. 
withdraw—to withold or keep back;—the 
Greek dzocepew, has the fame meaning—t{o 
that Paul may be faid to tranflate, juft as 
the LXX have done, the yn3 of Mo/es.. 
The only fhadow of difference between 
the ει law-giver, and the Chriftian. 
apofile, confifts in the explicitnefs of 
the /Jatter, and concifenefs of the for- 
mer. Mofes’s words imply what Paul's 
declare, and, wice verféd, Paul declares 
what is implied by Mofes.. If the δι 
band is not to withold the marriage-duty | 
from the wife, this muft imply that the 
wife is not to withold it. from the ως. 
band. ‘There muft be a parity of reafon 
in both cafes. Neither 220000 nor wife 
can have any fuch power over their own 
bodies. This is plainly μά by Paul, and,. 
in confiftence with the Jaw of marriage, 
mutt evidently be meant by Mofes. For 
my own, part, I as much believe that 
Paul had the dottrine in. Exod. xxi. 4 
in his mind, when he * wrote that part of 


* On looking into Pole Syn. in 1 Cor. vii. 2.. 
I find him of the fame **--תסנתוקס‎ Refpexit hic 
>> Paulus locum illum, Ex. xxi. 10.-ibi enim idem 
> quod hic marito precipitur.”. ‘* Paul here 
46 looked back to that place in Exod. xxi. to. 
66 for there the fame thing is commanded to the 
«ς hufband as here.” | | bie 


Re i a a leg 3 


\ 


] 240 1 

the anfwer to the Corinthians letter, 
wherein he folved their difficulties about 
the inzercourfe of married people, as it is 
now in my mind, while I am writing 
thefe words; and thus, upon good autho- 
rity, even that of the mind of Gop as 
delivered by Mofés, he could be fo pe- 
remptory in declaring that /uch intercour/é 
was duty on both fides, and therefore 
could not (as the 0700/60 doctrine might 
have led them to fuppofe) be 4 fz. 

St. Paul, who, before his converfion, 
had profited in the fews religion above many 
his equals in his own nation, Gal. 1. 14. 
could hardly, after his converfion, be ig- 
norant of the law of Mo/es; fo far from 
it, he was, undoubtedly, a moft accom- 
plithed teacher of it. Witnefs the maf- 
terly manner in which he explains the 
fenfe and meaning of the moral law, and 
unfolds the whole defign of the ceremo- 
niallaw. By the firft, he demonftrated 
the neceflity of the go/pe/ for falvation—~ 
‘by the /econd, he ₪ the 20/2061 to 
have been one and the fame, though 
under different difpenfations of it, from 
the fall of Adam to the coming of ¥e- 
fus Chrift. Now to fet Paul, as a law- 

iver, in Mofes’ feat, and to reprefent 
Fim as condemning that which was. not 
condemned by the law of Mofes, is to 

make 
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make him ac inconfiftently with his השס‎ 
declaration, Rom. iii. 31. Do we make 
void the law through faith?2—Gon forbid ! 
yea—we efablifh the law.’ It is to make 
him tranfgrefs the law, by defpifing that 
folemn fanétion, which equally forbad- 
adding to it, or diminifbing from it; and to 
put him in much the fame fituation with 
thofe, whether men or angels, who 
preached any other gofpel than that which 
he preached ; for to preach any other law 
than that which was given by Moses, is 
as great an offence as to preach any other 
gofpel than that which came by Jesus 
CuRisT. This we may learn from the 
very words of the lawitfelf. Deut. iv. 2. 
ΧΙ, 42. ι i 

Dr. Whitby, a very laborious and 
learned commentator, in his comment on 
—the husband, ἐκ ἐξοσιαζει, hath not power 
of his own body, ὅδε. fays -- * 6 
"is a plain * argument againtt poly- 


** gamy.” 


* >> Sane 70/70: Tridentini,” faith one, % 814 
סטג‎ in vivis effent, tpfis immortales agerent gra= 
tias, quod a fcripturis anathematis in polygamos 
vibrati juftitiam atque azquitatem -defenderint,, 
eaque preeititerint que ipfi ne quidem audere 
** voluerint.” Ν 

*> Truly the fathers of the council of Trent, if 
*> they were yet alive, would give immortal thanks 
* to thofe who fhould defend, out of the holy 
*> fcripture, the juftice and equity of their curfe 
זי‎ .7- R °° brandifhed 
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>> gamy.’ That here is a plain argu- 
ment to prove that he fhall not withold 
the duty of marriage from the wife, and 
that, in this refpect, neither fhall defraud 
or withold from the other, on proper 
occafions, the conjugal debt, is very certain. 
But as what is here faid, is founded in the 
very nature and effence of the marriage- 
relation, it muft equally concern all that 
ever have married, or fhall marry, to the 
end of the world, as well under the Old 
Teftament as the New Teftament; it bears 
equally hard, if it be an argument againft 
polygamy, on the man who, having one 
wife, took another in the days of Mo/es, as 
on any one who fhould do fo at this hour 
(for certainly the marriage-relation muft 
always be the fame) and will prove much 
more againft certain di/fzngui/bed characters 
under the Old Teftament, than I dare 
fay the author meant it fhould. When 
learned and pious men find out ** plain 
“4 arguments” againft things which are 
not mentioned, or even hinted at, in the 
text, it is a fhrewd fign that * prejudice, 

and 
“ brandifhed againft polygami/?s, and who fhould 


“ὁ do that, which they themfelves would not even 

*> dare to attempt.” 6 
* How this learned man’s prejudices warred againft 
his judgment (like many others who want to fupport 
a pre-conceived opinion, againft the truth which 
would 
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and not judgment, dictates the comment. 
The Corinthians had a very ‘ plain argu- 
‘© ment” againit their fears about mar- 
tied perfons cohabiting together ; and if 
they compared this {cripture, ver. 3, 4, 
with what Mo/es fo pofitively laid down, 
Exod. xxi. 10. the po/ygamifs among 
them were no more to forfake the com- 
pany of their wives, fo as to withold the 
duty of marriage, than thofe who had but 
one wife were to withdraw themfelves 
from her fociety in the fame refpect. 

That there were many fpolygamifis 


among the Gentile converts, as well as 


would overturn it) may be feen from the conceffion 
he falls into, in his note on Mark x. 11. in the fol= 
lowing words—‘* Since to commit adultery is to 
*¢ violate the bed of another petfon, he that com-~ 
** mits adultery againft his wife, muft violate her 
*> bed, which no hufband can do only by doing 
** that which an hufband lawfully might do. Since 
>> then a right to polygamy, is a right to marry more 
** wives than one, he that hath this right, cannot 
‘* violate the bed of his firft wife, by afluming ano= 
*** ther to it. It therefore muff be acknowledged, either 
** that the hufband, under Curuisr’s inftitution, 
“© and by the original law of matrimony, had no 
“¢ fuch right, or that he that marrieth another 
** cannot, by that, commit adultery againft his firft 
wife.” Here is a fair 18808 IN LAW joined— 
and muft be tried by THE LAw—for Curist made 
no inftitution whatfoever cn the fubje& of MATTIAL ey 
but only declared, explained, and inforced thofe al- 
ready made and recorded in the Law which was 
given by Moses. This raw, like all other κε- 
CORDS, Is to be tried by 1rseLF—taking the WHOLE 
' TOGETHER. 


R 2 among 


[ 244 | 
among the Ἴδη, there can be but lJit- 
tle doubt; for, as * Grotius obferves— 
Inter Paganos pauce gentes una uxore 607- 
tenta fuerunt—** Among the Pagans, few 
>> nations were content with one wife ;” 
and we do not find the 0/0 making 
this any bar to church-member/bip, though 
he expretily does to church offices. See be- 
fore, p. 200. It can hardly be fuppofed, 
that if polygamy were finful, that is to 
fay, an offence againft the law of Gop, 
the great apoftle fhould be fo liberal and 
fo particular, in his epiftle to the Corim- 
thians, in the condemnation of every other 
1260168 of illicit commerce between the 
exes, and yet omit this in the black cata- 
talogue, chap. vi. 9, &c. or that he 


* De Verit. lib. ii. § 12. So De Faure, lib. 1}, 
cap. 5. ὃ 9. he fays—-‘‘ Sed & apud Grecos, )25- 
>> crops primus, tefte Atheneo, μιὰν evs ξζευξεν, 
*> unam feminam uni marito attribuit: quod tamen 
- *> ne Athenis quidem -diu obfervatum Socratis ὃς 
>> aliorum exemplo docemur.”? But among. the 
Greeks, Cecrops firfl, as Atheneus witneffeth, al- 
lowed one woman to one man; which, neverthele/s, was 
not long obferved, even at ATHENS, as we are taught 
by the example of SocRATES and others. 

πάλαι yap ξίωβεισαν καὶ βλληνος, καὶ 194200, καὶ 
δυο 4 τρισί» ἡ πλείοσι γυνᾶιξι vouw yaus nale 
zavloy guvoixev. Theodoret—cited by Whitby, on 
ד‎ Tams 2 

>> The Fews and Greeks were wont to be married 
66 239 TWO or THREE, and even MORE wives toge- 


ו 
fhould‏ | 
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fhould not be as zealous for the honour 
of the Jew of marriage, and of the feventh 
commandment, which was evidently to 
maintain it, as Ezra was for that politive 
Jaw of Deut. vii. 3, againft the marrying 
with Jeathens. Ezra made the Fews put 
away the wives which they had illegally 
taken, and even the very children which 
they had by them; How is it that Paw/, 
if polygamy was finful, did not make the 
Gentile and the fewiyh converts put away 
every wife but the 2, and annul every 
polygamous contract ξ Why not fay, that 
being the 00020006 of one wife was as ne- 
ceflary to the being a C4riffzan, as to be 
chofen a Bifbop or Deacon? for it cer~ 
tainly was, if polygamy be finful. ὋὙούπ᾽ 
the Baptif?, at the expence of dis hberty, 
and afterwards of his life, honeftly, 
epenly, in words that it was out of the 
reach of all commentators to fophifticate, 
or give more than one meaning to, told 
Herod, with refpe&t to Herodias, his bro- 
ther Philips wife—It τς not lawful for 
thee to have her. But how could Paul, 
with truth, fay to the Ephefans, the Co- 
rinthians, or any other people לפסוג‎ 
whom he miniftered—I have not fhunned 
to declare unto you, πασᾶν τὴν βουλήν, ALL 
{the whole) counfel of Gop—if polygamy 
were a fin, and he did not as openly and 


Reig plainly 
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plainly declare againft it, as he did 
again{t every other flefhly tranfgreffion of 
Gop’s pure and holy law? That he has no 
where done this, I may fay—res ipfa in- 
dicat. tt ee | 
As for taking a fext here or there, de- 
‘taching it from the context, and the con- 
text itfelf from the reft of the Bzd/e; then 
chufing out a fingle featence, or word in 
a fentence, this too without any reference 
to the original Hebrew or Greek, and be- 
68016 it feems to found that. way, to make 
it a proof of fome opinion we have been 
taught to hold; it is that fort of criti- 
cifm which may make the {cripture prove 
any thing, and every thing, juft as fancy 
leads, and, in fhort, “πὰ render the 
{criptures themfelves as vague and inde- 
terminate as the minds of men are. 
. Whoever has red the hiftory of that 
renowned worthy, Alderman Whittington, 
whofe diographer tells us that he was 
twice Lord Mayor of London, may recol- 
166% a circumftance in that great man’s 
life, which affords an exemplification of 
the aptnefs which poffeffes the human 
mind, to interpret founds into that parti- 
cular μη which its own prejudices, 
however imbibed, with to put upon 
them. It is faid that Whittington, being 
an apprentice in the ¢7ty, left his mafter 
Bis | with 


Γ ἂν. 


swith an intent to go into the country. It 
being about the time of evening, he fat 
himfelf down fomewhere in the fkirts of 
the town; his ear was caught with the 
ringing of fix bells, he liftened attentively 
to them, ’till at laft he perfuaded him- 
felf that they proclaimed his future 


greatnefs in the following /ounds : 


0-ו 
Turn again Whittington,‏ >> 
by = 40% 30.4 1,508‏ 
Lord Mayor of London.”‏ >> 


_ ‘He was fo captivated with the conceit, 
that he not only imagined the 20/2 * faid 
this to him, but that all who heard 
them mutt give their pea/ the fame inter- 
pretation ; and, no doubt, under fuch a 
prepoffeffion, it would have been almoft 
impoffible to have perfuaded him to the 
contrary. 

So, when men have been brought up 
under the prejudices of vulgar opinion and 
common error, and have their minds fwayed 
and biafled by long cuftom to one certain 


᾿ς >> We have an homely Englifh proverb, which 
* fays—* As the fool thinks, the bell clinks’— 
>> A proverb applicable, in our opinion, to all ar- 
‘© uments founded on the /ound, and arbitrary 
>> meaning of words.” Lond. Review for 17783 
page 75. 

R 4 ee train 
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train of thinking, they have but to meet 
With a text in {cripture which feems to 
echo to their /enfe of things, that (θη 
will immediately chime in with the found, 
and both together, almoft beyond the 
power of conviction +0 the contrary, 
confirm them ftill more {ftrongly in their 
fentiments. . What thefe may happen to 
be, makes very little difference—whether 
it be ¢ranfub/lantiation—praying to faints 
—worfhipping images—the doétrine of 
purgatory—or, “ though polygamy was 
** allowed under the law, it is forbidden 
“‘.under the gofpel’—or, in fhort, any 
other popular prejudice: they will al- 
ways act towards {cripture as Whittington 
did with 226 26/7 till that liberality of 
mind, which ought to poffefs us, as the 
privilege of thinking and reafonable be- 
ings, opens the way to free enquiry— 
then, and not till then, we 111411 06 7 
like the Bereans, A€ts xvii. 11. who 
would no longer be led by their own 
prejudices, or prejudiced by other peo- 
ple’s opinions, but received the word af 
Gop with all readinefs of mind, and fearch- 
ed the fcriptures daily, whether thofe things 
(which they heard preached by Ραμ) 
were fo. The {criptures which thefe Yews 
at Berea fearched fo diligently, mutt have 
been the {criptures of the Old Tefta-. 

ment ; 
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ment; no others, if written, could then 
have come to their hands; but they com- 
pared the New Teftament as preached by 
Paul, with the Old Teftament of ₪ 
and the prophets, that they might judge 
whether the things he declared to them 
were of divine authority, anfwerable to 
former revelations of Gop’s mind and 
will, or not. This is the method which 
I have endeavoured to obferve throughout 
this book, and which I moft fincerely re- 
commend to every reader, as well as to | 
every perfon who.withes to kvow and to 
do the will of Gop. If once we detach 
the New Teftament from the Old Tefta- 
ment, there is not a fingle erefy that 
will not find fomething to fay for itfelf, 
perhaps more than we may be able very 
eafily to anfwer. But let us carry what 
we hear to the Old Teftament; if it ex- 
actly tallies with that, we may be fure it 
is a right interpretation of the New Tef- 
tament; if otherwife, it muft be falfe, 
becaufe the mind and will of Gop can 
never vary, difagree with, or contra- 
416% itfelf. I do not fay thefe things 
with regard to any particular doctrine of 
the New Teftament, but with refpe@ to 
the whole. The do@rine of a Trinity 
in unity — the incarnation — birth —life— 
teaching — miracles — fufferin 25 — death — 

| burial 
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== burial—refurrection — afcenfion—glorifica~ 
tion, and interceffion of “Fefus Chrift, toge- 
ther with the afpect thefe things bear | 
towards the falvation of mankind, if only 
related in a book, no fingle article of 
which was ever heard or thought of for 
Jour thoufand years together, would chal- 
lenge no more of my affent or belief, 
than the Koran of Mahomet, the Zend cr 
Zend-avefia of Confucius, or the Shafter 
of the Bramins. But when I compare 
thefe things with what is contained in 
the Old Teftament, to which the New 
Teftament fo often refers for their truth, 
1 then can no more fuppofe them to be 
falfe, than I can fuppofe it poflible for 
men to fee into futurity, exactly deli- 
neate what is to happen ages before it 
comes to pafs, and fo exactly, as that the 
event fhall be a literal fulfilment of all 
that is foretold, unlefs He who. is perfect 
in knowledge hath made a revelation or dif- 
covery of things which no mortal wifdom 
or forefight could have ever otherwife 
been acquainted with. Therefore, when 
we compare the New Teftament with 
the Old, we may be affured that it is as 
impoffible to be falfe, as that a dozen 
dice fhould be thrown the fame num- 
ber for a million times running; no ha- 
gard or cafualty could bring fuch a thing 
2 | | within 
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within the moft acute calculation of 
chance; therefore.I conclude, that no- 
thing fhort of infinite wifdom and divine 
contrivance could ever firft declare, and 
then fu/fl, the wondrous things which 
are written in Mofes and the prophets. 
When therefore I hear of a doctrine as 
taught in the New Teftament, 1 am cer- 
tain, if it be true, it muft accord with 
the fcriptures of the Old Teftament. 
Thither I carry it; if I find it does not 
exactly ¢a//y with what I find there, I am 
certain it is falfe, and mutt arife from | 
fome mifconception, and, of courfe, fome 
mifinterpretation of the paflage where it 
is fuppofed to be found. J am told that 
jin is a tranferefion of the law; when 1 
hear it 41167660 that polygamy is /inful, I 
confult te Jaw; if it be forbidden there, 
I agree to the fnfulne/s of it; if not for- 
bidden there, but * alowed, I find my- 
felf reduced to this di/emma—either the 
afferter of fuch a propofition, who fays 
he takes it from the New Teftament, is 
miftaken, Which is probable, or the New 
Teftament mutt contradiGl the law, which 
15 2. 


* >> Lex 1120760 omnem fpurcitiem inhibet, fed 
>> plures uni concedit uxores.’ Grotius. ** The © 
s¢ “Fewi/h law reftrains all filthinefs, but allows a 
$* plurality of wives to one man,” | 

With 
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With refpect to what is frequently 
urged again{t polygamy among Gbrifiians, 
that ““ though it was allowed by the aw 
‘© of Mofes, yet it is forbidden by the law of 
‘© Chrift”?—by which Curisr is made a 
répealer of the 0/0, and a giver of a new 
law—it fo, 486615 His character as the 
Mefiah,.as to render Him, if it be true, 
not the perfon which Mo/es and the pro- 
phets reprefent Him, or what He repre- 
fented Himfelf to be. The difcuffion, 
therefore, of this Lorrid pofition requires, 
and fhall have, a chapter by itfelf. 

At prefent, I will advert to an argu- 
ment taken from the New Teftament to 
prove the unlawfulnefs of polygamy a- 
mong Chriffians, though allowed to the 
‘ews under the Old Teftament. Sz. Paul, 
Eph. vi. 32. and in fome other paffages, 
reprefents marriage as a figure or repre- 
fentation of Chri? and His church, which 
is but ome: whereas, having more wives 
than one 36 2 time, deftroys the analogy 
which the marriage-ftate bears to CHRIST 
and His church. In anf{wer to which, I 
would. afk, If Curist aud His church 
were not 88 much ome under the Old 
Teftament as under the New Teftament ὃ 
If. liv. =. “Thy Maker is thine hufband, 
the Lorn of Hojts is his name; the Gop 
of the whole earth fhall He be called. ‘The 


church, 
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church, taken collectively, is but one; but 
diftributively, it confifts of many. Rom. 
xii. 5.. We being many, are one body in 
Curist—and 1 Cor. xii. 12. For as the 
body is oNE, and hath many members, and 
all the members of that one body beg many, 
are one body, fo αἰ CuRistT. So that 
the argument againft polygamy, taken from 
the union and unity of CuRrisr and His 
church, rather leans the other way ; un- 
lefs, contrary to fcripture and fadt,. it 
could be proved that the church confifted 
but of one member ; whereas it confifts of 
many, and yet is but 006 body—one houfe- 
hold—Eph. ii, 19. One family, even tho’ 
the faints in heaven be alfo taken into the 
account. Eph. 111. 15. The dride or /poufe 
of Curist is but oxe—i. e. one church; 
yet every member of that church is ἃς 
diftinctly the /pou/e of CuRIsT, as really 
married to Him that rofe from the dead 
(Rom. vii. 4.) as the whole is, collet- 
tively confidered. Surely thefe fcriptu- 
ral illuftrations of the nature of the mar- 
riage-bond, afford a complete anfwer to 
that queftion, ‘‘ If aman hath two wives, 
“ον can he be one flefh with both— 
‘* or each one flefh with him?” See Eph, 
V. 30. 

We alfo read not.only of the church of 
Chrift in the jngular number, but of the 


churches 
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churches of Chrift in the plural, about 


forty times in the New ‘Teftament ; 
which, by the way, is at leaft as conclu- 
five an argument for polygamy, as the 
other 18 agaimf it. 

From the making Curist and His 
church an emblem of marriage, or mar- 
riage an emblem of Curist and His 
church, fome have looked upon it as a 
facrament. There is certainly an outward 
fign of fomething /piritual; but as there 
wants that which is eflentially neceffary 
to make it a facrament, which is Gop’s 
own appointment of it as fuch, the more 
fcriptural profeflors of Chrifizanity reject 
it. For the fame reafon I would reje& 
thofe arguments againft polygamy, which 
are drawn from the wnion of Chrift and 
His church, becaufe Gop has no where 
eftablifhed their authority (that I can find) 
either in the Old Teftament or the New. 
Thefe arguments would have been juft as 
conclufive under the former as under the 
latter. The church is called the married 
wife. Τί. liv. τ. Her ReDEEMER, the 
Lorp of hofts, is called her Husband, ver. 5; 
but never did 1/2/02, nor any other of 
the prophets, ufe this as an argument 
againft the polygamy of the people. If 
this. was not done, or fo much as hinted 
at, under the Old Teftament, why are 

we 


Ε 235 J 


we to conceive it to be done under the 
New, when the fame things and perfons 
are equally reprefented under both ? 

Had polygamy been intended to have 
been condemned under the New-Tetfta- 
ment difpenfation, I fhould humbly fup- 
pofe that our Lorp would have put the 
matter out of queftion by words too plain 
to admit of the leaft difpute: that He 
whofe loins were girt about with faithful- 
πος (If. xi. 5.) would have been at leaft 
as faithful to His hearers of the loft fheep 
of the houfe of IsRaEL, to whom He was 
fo immediately fent (Matt. xv. 24.) and 
{poken to them in as plamm and uneguivo- 
cal terms as “fobn the Baptift did to Herod, 
upon the fubject of Ars brother Philip's 
wife (Matt. xiv. 4.) There cannot be the 
leaft doubt, that numbers of our Lorp’s 
multitudes of bearers were polygamifts, all 
in principle—many in practice; nor can 
it be doubted, that if this was againft the 
law of marriage, the law of the /eventh 
commandment, or any other pofitive law 
of Gop, it muft be a mortal, damnable 
* fin, involving the man as well as the 


Woman 


* St. Auguftine, lib. xxii. 6. 47. again Fauftus, 
fays of polygamy --** Quando mos erat crimen non 
*> erat.’—** When it was a cuftom, it was no 
** crime.”—Elow this great man could be capable 


of 
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woman in deftruction and perdition. Paul 
could declare openly, that if @ woman, 
hving her husband, be married to anothers 


Soe 


of fuch an abfurdity 15 aftonifhing.—The idea of a 
ΜΉ a& \ofing its criminality from cuftom, or the 
frequency of the commiffion of it, leaves little room 
for Gop’s command, Exod. xxiii. 2. Thou fhalt not 
follow a multitude to do evil. Nunc propterea crimen 
eff, faith he, quia mos non eft.—** Now it is a crime, 
“Ὁ becaufe not cuttomary.” . | 

St. Chry/oftom’s account of the matter is much 
more confiftent with fcripture and common fenfes 
when, fpeaking of Abraham and Hagar, he fays 
-—tdero yap Tavle Tole κεκωλυῇο --- Thefe things 
were not then forbidden. Indeed Augufiine, in other - 
parts of his writings, fpeaks much in the fame 
manner. ‘* There was (fays he) a blamele/s cuftom 
>> of one man having many wives—for. there are 
>> many things which at that time might be done 
>> in a way of duty, which now cannot be done but 
>> Jicentioufly—becaufe, for the fake of multiplying 
>> pofterity, uo law forbad a plurality of wives.” 
See Grot. de Jur. vol. i. p. 268. note " 

St. Auftin, like others of the fathers, feems to have 
fuppofed that the command, Be fruitful and multiply — 
and the allowance of polygamy, as a means of ful- 

filling it, went hand in hand together :—that as that 
command—** Ratione multitudinis liberorum, pertt- 
>> nuit ad tempora ante CHRISTUM ; non ad nos 
ἐς gui alio vivimus zvo— quia hodie, replete 
>> mundo, non tam necefiarium fit quam olim— 
>> mundum non defiderare illud crefcite S multipli- 
>> camini” — therefore the allowance of polygamy 
ceafed with the neceflity of the command which it 

accompanied. | | 
- Thus, as is ufual, one abfurdity begat another. 
Thofe who could be perfuaded, that the sg ne 
‘or 
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joe fhall be called an adultercfs, and vouches 
the Jew of Gop for his authority, Rom. 
Vii. 1, 2, 3. ‘How is it that Curist did 
not openly fay the fame thing on the part 
of the man ?—Becaufe, if He had, He 
could not have vouched the law of Gov 
for His authority ; and for the fame rea- 
fon that he could not μὰν it, he could not 
think it, for Gov’s law was within bis 
geart, Pf. xl. 8. and no thought could 
ever be in the pure and perfec? heart 
of CurisT, but what was exactly con- 
formable, i aH things; to the pure and 
perfec law. of Gon. Let us then carry 
what our Lorp faith again{t divorce, 
Matt. xix.-g. to the /ew and to the tefti~ 
mony, and it can no more conclude againit 
polygamy, Simply confidered, than it con-. 
cludés againft d:gamy, or a man’s marry~ 
ing a fecond wife after the death of his 
Jirft, and being twice married. Some of 
‘the primitive fathers cited it, to prove 


for the propagation of the human fpecies, was only 
obligatory on former ages, might very confiftently 
fuppofe, that even marriage itfelf had very little to 
do with Chriftians, and that therefore polygamy be- 
came an evil, which they allowed to have been a 
lawful thing, and even duty, in times paft. Such 
are the Yypawders μυθοι---τῆς aniles fabelle—the old 
women’s frories-which the fathers told, till they be- 
lieved them, and, on their authority, they are be- 
lieved to this hour ! 


01. 1. 5 that 
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that every fecond marriage was adultery ; 
but here their learned and pious 8000- 
cate, Dr. Cave, does allow, that ‘ they 
55 ftretched the ftring till it cracked 
> again.” 

I might alfo obferve, that, if polyeamy 
was afin, and even a wational fin, an epi- 
demical trantgreflion of the law of Gop, 
it 1s very extraordinary that our Lorp’s 
Jore-runner, fobn the Baptift, who came 
to preach repentance, fhould not mention, 
nor even hint at it; for his commiflion 
ran thus—Lwuke 1. 17. 70 turn the hearts 
of the fathers unto the children, the difobe~ 
dient to the wifdom of the juft; to make ready 
a people prepared for the Lorp. ? 
= No man could have a fairer opportu- 
nity to bear his teftimony againft a za- 
tional fin, than the 222/01 had; for it is 
faid (Matt. ili. 5.) Then went out to him 
Ferufalem, and all “fudea, and all the re- 
gion round avout “fordan; and among the 
numbers wo were baptized of him in For- 
Gan, confejing their fins (ver. 6.) there were 
many harlots (chap. xxi. 32.) So that it is 
evident he did not fpare to inveigh moft 
tharply again{t the fin of flefbly unclean- 
nefs; had polygamy been of this kind, he 
001211618 would have preached לה‎ 
it, which, if he had, fome trace would 
anoft probably have been left of. it, as 
: there 
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there is of his preaching againft the fin of 
awhoredom, by the barlots a * copvai) being 
faid to believe on him 9 which they certainly 
would not have done, any more than the 
Scribes and Pharifees (Matt. xx1. 32.) if the 

reacher had not awakened them toa deep 
and real fenfe of their guilt, by fetting forth 
the heinoufnefs. of their fin. He exerted 
his eloquence alfo againtt public grievances 
fach as the extortion of the public officers 
of the revenue—the publicans-—Terwvai— 
tax-gatherers—likewifeagainft the oppref= 
five methods ufed by the foldiery, who made 
it a cuftom either to take people's goods 
by violence, or to defraud them. of their 
property, by extorting it under the terror 
of falfe accufation.. Thele were public 
grievances, againft which the Bapt/ bore 
fo open a teftimony, that the publicans 
and faldiers came to him, faying —W hat 
foall we do? This being the cafe, is it 
conceivable that a man of the Bapzt#/i's 
charaéter, who was fo zealous for the ho- 
nour of the law, as to reprove even a 
Ring ta his face for adultery, fhould fuffer, 
af polygamy be adultery, a whole nation, as 
it were, of public adulterers to {tand be- 

fore him, and not bear the leaft teftimony 


_* The word mopvet may fignify lewd women of 
all forts. ὧν 
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again{t them?” 1 do not fay this is a כ‎ 
élufive, but it is furely a very ftrong pre 
fumptive argument, that in 66 
views of the matter, polygamy and adil 
tery were by no means the fame thing. - 

Having finifhed, for the prefent, what 
1 had to fay on the fabje@ of polygamy, 
as fuppofed to be condemned by the New 
Teftament, 1 muft return back to the 
Old Teftament, to fhew that’ polygamy 
was not only allowed in all cafes, but in 
fome commanded. "The firft inftance of 
this which I fhall mention, is with τὸς 
1066 to the law, Deut. xxv. s—ro. If 
brethren dwell* together, and ane of them 
die and have no child, the wife of the dead 
fhall not marry without unto a ftranger + 
ber hufband’s brother fhall go im unto’ ber, 
and take. her to him to wife, and perform 
the duty of an bufband's brother unto. her. 
And it fhall be that the firft-born which fhe 
beareth, hall fucceed in the name of bis bro~ 
ther which is~dead, that his name be not 
put out of Tfrael, 66 εὖ: an 
- This law mutt eertainly be looked 
‘pon as an’-exception | from the: general 
law (Lev. xvii. 16.) and the réafon of it 


> 


* They are faid to dwell together, not only who 
were in. the fame fomily, but im the fame country. 
Gen.. xiii. 5, 6. | | 


4 3" . appears 
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+ ,ג‎ polygamy was. 1200, in fome 
*€ cafes, a duty by Mojfes’s law ; when any 
>> died without iffue, his brother, or 


* Their comments on the Old Teftament are 
about as much to be depended upon, in general, as 
the Popifh comments upon the New. See Fulk. on 
Rhemifo Teflament—per tot, 
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>> neareft kinfman, was to marry his 
> wife, for raifing up feed to him; and 
>> all were obliged +0 obey this, under the 
ἐς hazard of infamy if they refufed; net- 
> ther is there any exceptions made for 
‘© fuch as were married ; from whence I 
«© may “faithfully conclude, that what 
«¢ Gop made neceffary in fome cafes, to 
any degree, can in no cafe be finful 
< in itfelf, fince Gop is holy in all his 
«© ways. And thus far it appears that 
“κεἰ tolygamy is not contrary to the law and 
** nature of marriage.” = 0 

‘Tam indebted for the above quotation 
to the * before-mentioned reverend Dean's 
book. on polygamy, wherein the Dean 
{eems a little comforted by the Bi/bop’s 
having faid, that ““ he was at a diftance 
>> from his books and papers, when: he 
> gaye his opinion on this point.”— 
ες This,” adds he, ‘* was the beft excufe 
«that could be given for fo τὰ ἢ a de- 
>> cifion, which it would have been for 
*> the honour of his reading to have re- 
« tracted, and which, 1 fincerely wifh 
‘© he had retracted, when he returned to 
>> his books.” Cd Hots 

The good Dea, in his zeal againi{t po- 
lygamy, don’t give himfelf time to confi- 
der'the foundnefs of the learned prelate's 
opinion. | | 

% See before, 7. 59: 
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~ As there was no Jaw againtt polygamy, 
there was nothing to exempt 3 married 
man from the obligation of marrying bis 
brother's widow on this account; for if 
fo, things might have been fo fituated, 
that Bethlehem might have gone away into 
fome other family than that of David, 
into fome other tribe than that + 
and, of courfe, Yofeph and his wife Mary 
have gone elfewhere to de taxed 5. for this 
might evidently have been the~confe~ 
quence of the widow and the mberitance 
going into the hands of a /franger. But 
Gop fays—The wife of the dead foal not 
marry without unto a firanger—her buf- 
band's brother fhall go in unto ber, &c. 
Here is a negative claufe, pofitively de- 
elaring whom fhe fhall wot marry, and 
an apirmative claufe, as pofitively declar- 
ing whom fhe fhall, ‘Now let us fup- 
pote, that not only the furvrving brother, 
but all the near Aznfinen, to whom the 
marriage of the widow, and the redemp- 
tion of the inheritance belonged, were 
married men; if that exempted them from 
the obligation of this law—as they could 
not’ redeem the inheritance, unlets they 
married the widow (Ruth iv. 5.)-—the end 
of this important law muft im many 
cafes. be defeated—the widow 26 tempted 
to marry a ftranger—to put herfelf and 
| S 4 the 
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the inheritance into his hands-——-and the 
whole reafon affigned for the law itlelf, 
that of raijing up feed ta the deceafed, to. 
preferve the inheritance in his family; 
that Ais name be not put out of Ifraed— 
fall to the ground. For which. weighty 
reafons, as there was evidently no law 
againft polygamy, there could be no ex= 
emption of a man from the pofitive duty 
of this law because he was married. As 
we fay—ubi cadem ratio 101 idem jus. 

But the learned Dean, in order to 
overthrow all the Bz/bop’s reafoning on 
the fubject, obferves from Sel/den’s Ux. 
Heb. that ‘‘ the Chaldee paraphratt, the 
>> Midrafb,and Fofephus, agree, that this. 
>> was the reafon, why Mah/on’s next 
>> kinfman refufed to redeem Rub, his, 
ἐς widow; viz.—Becaufe it was not dew-. 
‘© ful for him to marry ber, having a wife 
> of bis own.” ‘That people 120010 in-, 
vent reafons for men’s-actions, where 
none are given, is not fo, furprizing 88: 
overlooking the reafons that are given, 
and fubftituting others which do not ap= 
pear to be fo much as thought of by the 
| parties .themfelves. This is the cafe 
here—Mablon’s next kinfiman 18. apphed, 
to, as by law he ought to have been; to 
buy Mah/on’s inheritance, and to marry, 
Ruth his widow: his anfwer is neither 

8 7 more 
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more nor lefs than this—‘‘ 1 cannot re- 
>> deem it for myfelf, ἐ I mar, my. own 
>> inheritance. —How thefe words ‘relate 
to the awfulnefs or unlawfulne/s of the 
matter, was referved for the ingenuity, of 
modern interpreters tomake out--that they 
may, and moft probably do, relate to the 
expediency or inexpediency of fuch a fteps 
the'£:/man’s prefent citcumftances conti- 
dered, may be eafily inferred from the 
words of the reafon given. ‘The kinfman 
might be married, perhaps. have many 
children, and, but a {mall provifion for 
them—thérefore, when hé hears of not 
only difburfing the redemption-price for 
Mahlon’s parcel of Jand, but that this 
could not be done; without. marrying ἃ 
very poor young woiman,:+by whom. he 
might have another numerous family of 
children, which he could not. maintain; 
educate, or provide for, out of the fmall 
parcel of land. which was * Elimelech’s, 
but muft diminith his own inheritance of 
which he was poffefied, to the damage of 
his other ‘family, -he prudently, declines 
the kinfinan’s part—left, faid he, I mar 
mine own inheritance. Such 3 fenfe as 


* Elimelech was the father of AZahlon; therefore 
the land is called Evimelech’s, it defcending to Mab- 
lon from him, 


this 


] 266 [ 


this the words will moft certainly bear; 
but as to their meaning that the man 
would not marry Ruth—* becaufe it was 
>> not lawful for him to marry her, 4av- 
>> 0 wife of bis own’—it is a conceit, 
fetched even farther than, one would 
think, the utmoft unfairnefs of prejudice 
itfelf could reach. 

εἰ Since I wrote the above, I have looked 
into Bifbop Patrick, on Ruth iv. 6. who 
mentions the paffage alluded to in the 
Chaldee paraphraft, and the Midrafb; and 
fo far from their appearing to fay what 
the Dean would make them, there is not 
a word of any-fuch thing ; they put quite 
a different fenfe upon the words. As for 
*Fofephus, I would almoft venture to af- 
firm, without Jooking into the book; 
that he cannot-fo groffly contradi& him- 
felf ; for when he is writing that part of 
the Hiftory of David, where he {peaks of 
his polygamy, he fays—dovres δὲ זט‎ καὶ 
γυναρίας ἃς SmouIws HAI νομιμὼς ἠγαγετο--" 
(Gop) ** giving him’ wives, which he 
“© juftly and lawfully married.’  How- 
ever, having confulted o/ephus on the 
fubjeat, 1 find no -fuch reafon affigned 
by the &imfman, for refufing to redeem 
Mablon’s 1300, and to marry his widow, 
as the Dean afferts.—‘fofephus, Antiq. 
lib. ix. c. 5. ὃ 4. fpeaking of the 4zn/- 
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man’s vefufal, fays, that he rejected. the 
offer— Ewa de καὶ γυναῖκα λεγὼν דט‎ καὶ 
ה‎ yoy ** Saying, he had already a 
> wife and children;” but not a word 
that it was unlawful to marry another 
>> ayoman.’ Not that Yofephus reprefents 
the matter as the Bib does, any more 
than the learned Dean rightly reprefents 
the fentiments of ‘Yo/ephus. It might not 
be expedient for the ἀλη to marry 
Ruth, as he was circumftanced; but this 
has nothing to do with the dawfulne/s or 
unlawfulnefs of the matter, with refpect 
to the law of Gop. Lawfulnes and ex- 
pediency are very diftinct and different 
confiderations. See 1 Cor. vi. 12. 1 Cor. 
x. 23. As for Mr. Selden, he, in the very 
paflage which the 12008 quotes, refolves 
the ἀλη αν: refufal to marry Ruth into 
a matter of prudence, and that for much 
the fame reafons which I have affigned 
above. 

The law itfelf on which we have been 
difcourfing, was only a local and temporary 
inftitution, and, in the very nature of it, 
could only concern the ‘ews, and that 
only with regard to their peculiar fitua~ 
tion before the coming of the Meffad, 
when fo much depended on the clearnefs 
of family defcent and inheritance. It 1s 
obfervable that this law, though not 

reduced 
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100004 to: writing and piblithed till 
the time of, Maj/es;. yet exifted among” 
the patriarchs, as .we learn from. Gen, 
fSexwin. Bui 1006 “i morblide bne + | 

> 1 אוסם‎ fhall obferve on ‘fome laws of 
more extenfive import, thé obligation of 
which mutt -concern every man, and that 
85 911 times ‘and places;. becaufe the evi- 
dent purpofe for. which they. were or- 
dained, andthe. reafons on which they 
816: apparently. founded, לוטנ‎ equally 
concern all mankind. Τῆς /¢ws 1 mean} 
are thofe already fpoken of, as made for 
the prefervation, of the female féx from 
ruin and proftitutin, by compelling every 
man to. marry.the virgin he hes with. 
The firft of them 18 to be found Exod. 
xxii. 16; 16 01061 Deut. xxi. 28, 29. 
Thefe Jaws muft in fome cafes * command 
polygamy, and therefore, in fuch cafes; 
make it a duty; for they are fo framed 
as to admit of no other conftrudction; 
confiftently with the terms in which Mo- 
jes hath recorded them. The terms in 


* . Luther, de Digam. Epifcoporum, ὃ 65, fays— 
ἐς Nota funt jura Mofaica de fratris defunct uxore, 
‘ 9 filia corrupta invite patre, que cogunt plurium 
* xxorum effe virum.’-—* The Mofaic laws con- 
*> cerning the wife,of a deceafed brother, and cony 
*> cerning a daughter defiled againft the father’s 
*> confent, are well known, which compe] a man 
« to have a plurality of wives.” י‎ ! 

which 
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which thefe laws ares enacted; ‘with ‘res 
fpec&t to the: zmen feducing otitaking virgins, 
&e. are asundefinite as words.can poflibly 
be: df a men, fays our tranflation,—-This 
muft, ex Οὗ termini, mean any, man what- 
foever, bevhis fituation what.it may— 
which is exactly the fenfe.of the Hebrew 
איש‎ '3—As the right underftanding of 
this comprehenfive and .unlimited word 
wx is of the utmoft importance to the 
point in, queftion, I will lay a full and 
clear explanation of it before the reader. 


This word has no relation to sind‏ “ איש 
τ ** or /pecies, though, according to‏ 
different genders, it has to‏ 188 >* 
fex ; butis applied to almoft any‏ <“ 
diftinct  demgy or thing ; as, for‏ “ 
inftance, to man, &c.” See Parh-‏ ** 
= ישה burfis Heb. Lex. fub voc‏ 
“which,” faith he, ** denotes ex-‏ 
yftence, fubjifience, reality.”‏ > 
Lwall next fubjoin the interpretation of‏ = 
Calafio, who, in his valuable Hebrew Con-‏ 
cordance, gives us fome hundreds of texts‏ 
in-which this word occurs. /‏ 
“ὁ Perfona, creatura—nomen generale‏ איש 
quod effentiam rei non diftinguit”‏ “ 
—A perfon, a creature—a general‏ 
name which doth not diftinguilh the‏ 
ἐδέποε of the thing fpoken of.‏ 
אוש | 
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איש‎ * Homo generaliter complectens 
 mafculum & feeminam.” Man 
generally, including male and female. 
איש‎ ** Quis — quilibet— aliquis —unuf- 
> quifque—quifque—alter.”—_Who 
—whofoever—any one—*every one— 
* every man—any other— 
“© unus ullus”’ 
jome one any one. 


Sexus mafculus in qualibet ani-‏ © איש 
mantium fpecie” cum ‘* mentio‏ ©“ 
foomine additur.” Ut Gen. vii. 2.‏ >> 
(xxiv.16.) The MALE 55% 7m any‏ 
Species of animals where the female is‏ 
alfo mentioned.‏ 

ἔς Vir—maritus—fi cum uxore con-‏ איש 
feratur.” Gen. iii. 7. dn HUS=‏ >> 
BAND, @ MARRIED MAN, where‏ 
joined with WIFE.‏ 

‘The reader has now before him the 
meaning of the word איש‎ wherefoever it 
may be ufed, as applicable 20, or fignifi- 
cant of, mankind ; and by this may fee the 
ufe of it throughout the Bible where man 
is mentioned. He may alfo fee that the 
phrafe איש‎ "2--ςἥ a man, &c. fo far from 
carrying any exception with it, as to a 
man’s fituation of being married or un- 
married, excludes all exception whatfo- 


* Thus it is rendered, Job -תז .א‎ 
ever 
9 
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ever wherever we meet with it; therefore 
as much in the texts of Exodus and Deu- 
teronomy as elfewhere. Let the reader 
take the Hebrew, or even +6 00 
concordance, and try the experiment : 
he will find that כ' איש‎ in Hebrew, and 
Tf any man in Englifh, are in the fcrip- 
tures, as in every other book I ever met 
with, as indefinite as words can be. 

But if no exception as to the /ituation 
of the man is expreffed, is it not 1mpled?— 
So far from that, the Holy Gof (in this 
paflage particularly) has demonftrably 
guarded again{t any fuch implication, and 
this by adding the words not betrothed to 
the defcription of the ₪ or dam/el, 
which is done in both places. Expreffie 
unius eft exclufio alterius—the exprefing an 
exception with regard to the woman, but 
none With ref{pect to the man, proves, as 
far as the foundeft rules of conftruction 
of all laws can prove, that mone was in- 
tended. 4 

Had any reftriction of this law with 
regard to the /tuation of the man been 
intended, it might eafily have been ex- 
prefied, by only adding fome reffriéfive 
expreflion or * epithet to the defcription 

at 

* The reftritive defcription of the damfel is 
ארשה‎ ND non defponfata—not 2017012004, But’ no 

ארש \ 
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of the manias to that of the damfel. But, 
inftead of any thing of this fort, we find 
the indefinite איש‎ ; and therefore our 
tranflators have rightly. rendered it 4 man 
indefinitely ;---]0 the LXX ἐᾷν de τις--τούπμέ 
if any man;—the Latin—/i vir—if a man; 
—the French of D. Martin=/fi quelqu’un— 
of any one. ‘Though all the ¢ran/lators of 
the Bzble which I have met with, have 
modeftly, humbly, and faithfully repre- 
fented the mind of Gop as He has been 
pleafed to reveal it, yet fome expofitors 
have ventured to interpret איש‎ ‘3—7f a man 
—by—ZJf an wamarried man—thus cor- 
rupting the paflage by an interpolation, 
not only unwarranted by the Hebrew text, 
but by every tranflation of it extant. 
This method of interpreting {cripture, . 
not by fcripture, but by our own preju- 


WN is added to the defcription of the man. And 
it-is very remarkable, that though Jetrothing is 
ufed fo often in the Bible, it always relates to the 
woman, never to the man, as the perfon betrathed. 
The man is faid to 20/7012 a woman, as Deut. 
xxviii. 30. Deut. xx. 7. & al.—fo when betrothing 
is figuratively ufed, as Hof. ii. 19,20. But in nei- 
ther fenfe is it once ufed in all the fcriptures pa/- 
frvely on the man’s fide. | 
This diftinction is alfo maintained in the New 
Teftament. See Matt. i. 18. Lukei. 27; ii. 5. 
2 Cor. xi. 2. This can make no difference with 
regard to DIVORCE; but it feems to make a con/i- 
derable one in certain other 16166. 
diced 
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diced imaginations, is making the word 
of Gop to mean any thing and every thing 
which fancy may invent; and rendering 
it, inftead of a fure word of prophecy, to 
the which we do well to take heed, as unto 
alight that fhineth in a dark place, 2 Pet. 
1. 10. a fort of zgmis fatuus, by no means 
to be depended on for a director. and 
guide, in fo awful a concern as therein is 
propofed to every man to whom that 

word 111411 come. 

The only thadow of excufe for fuch 
“an interpretation, or rather corruption of 
the paflages above mentioned, is the be- 
ing able to produce fome pofitive law 
again{t a man’s having more wives than one 
ata time; and then, in order to make 
Gop’s laws agree together, it may be 
thought reafonable to reftrain the inde- 
finite expreffion /)---כי איש‎ a man, in Exo- 
dus and Deuteronomy, to unmarried men | 
only. But.as the 7 is impoflible, the 
fecond is without, and indeed againft, all 
authority from the law of Gop ; for that 
it allowed polygamy, 18. juft as clear as that — 
it allowed marriage. ‘Therefore the con- 
fequence is, that the expreffion in quef- 
tion being genera/, without /imitation or | 
exception with refpec& to the fituation of 
the man, it mutt in fome cafes command 
polygamy, and therefore make it a duty. 

VoL. 1. T This 
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This confequence mutt be alwed, if we 
let {cripture {peak for itfelf; it could not 
be avoided by any other means than a 
man’s refraining entirely from the other 
fex, or, if he married, contenting ‘him- 
felf with one wife. If a man went far- 
ther than this, he muft take the confe- 
quence.—But as Gop would not fuffer 
a whore of the daughters of Irael, fo he 
made thefe laws to prevent their being 
expofed to proftitution by men’s taking 
them, and then putting them away. This | 
was וט[‎ as likely to be the cafe where 

married Men were concerned, as where 
others were; therefore pofitively forbid- 
den as to doth alike. 

That there were fome ingredients in 
thefe laws, of the ceremonial, local, or 
temporary kind, as the payment of the 
δὴν foekels to the father, we do not deny; 
but that the morality of thefe laws muft 
furvive as long as morakty itfelf exifts, is 
as clear, as that expofing a woman to 
proflitution and ruin muft at all. times be 
equally hateful in the fight of Gop, and 
therefore at all times equally provided 
againtt by thefe humane and falutary 
laws. 

In confirmation of what is here faid, 1 
would lay it down as a rule in all cafes, 
that wherever a mera/ intendment appears 

‘ to 
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to be involved in the words of a ritual, 
ceremonial, or local and temporary inftitu~ 
tion, there, though the /etrer of the law 
itfelf can have no place amongft us, yet 
the (271: and moral intention mutt furvive 
as long as the world endures. For in- 
ftance, it is written, Deut. xxv. 4. Thou 
fhalt not muzzle the ox when be treadeth out 
the corn. By this we mutt fuppofe, that 
it was the cuftom in ¢hofe days, and in 
that part of the world, to lay the fheaves 
on the floor, and to get the corn out by 
the treading or trampling of oxen. We 
get the corn out of the heaves by thre/p- 
ang with flails; therefore the Jetéer of the 
law above mentioned has nothing to do 
withus. But the /piri of this law being 
of a moral nature, and to teach us, that 
thofewho labour in the word and doctrine 
are to hve of their labours, for that the 
labourer is worthy of bis reward—this law 
is itfelf quoted by Sz. Pau/, 1 Cor. ix. 9. 
1 Tim. v. 18. as a proof that they who 
preach the gofpel fhould hve of the gofpel. 
1 Cor. ix. 14. From whence, as from 
other inftances which might be men- 
tioned, 1 infer, that though a daw 77/0 
or fome part of it, may have vanithed as 
to the /efter, yet it may, or rather mu/ft, 

durvive as to the /pirit of it. 
Shall we fay that we muft conftrue the 
ΨΩ words 
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words——if any man—to mean unmarried 
men only, becaufe, though Gon’s laws 
do not forbid polygamy, yet ours do? To 
imagine that our laws are to controul the 
laws of Gop, is a blafphemous arrogance, 
in comparifon of which Cardinal Wolf Jey’s 
—Eco ET Rex Meus—is humility itfelf 
in the very 42007964. The law of the land 
is fuch, that a married Engh ifbman cannot 
publicly and openly marry the virgin he 
bas feduced or taken; he cannot obey the 
letter therefore of thefe laws of Gop, as 
the Yews could have done ; but he can and 
ought to make them the Ἐπ of his con- 
fcience ; and if he has taken a virgin, &c. 
he can, according to the /pirit of thefe 
laws, maintain, protec, and provide for her, 
and, if he furvives his prefent engagement, 
marry her publicly in preference to all 
other women upon earth.—Thus would 
one great end of this law be anfwered, and 
millions be preferved from. deftruion. 
If indeed the woman is profligate enough 
to forfake the man, and voluntarily ו‎ , 
herfelf with another, fhe is guilty of 
tranfgrefling thefe laws. of Gop, as in 
other cafes of adultery : for, the fame rea- 
fon which is given why the, man /hall not 
put ber away. all his days, viz, becaufe be 
hath humbled her, goes to what j is-alfo faid 
of. the woman—/be φαΐ be his wife—the 
certainly 
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certainly therefore zs 47s wife in Gon’s 
fight, and whofoever toucheth ber shall not 
be innocent. Prov. vi. 29. °° ΟΝ 

I fome time ago met with two fermons, 
which were preached, and afterwards 
printed, on occafion of pafling the mar- 
riage-att. ‘The learned author, {peaking 
of polygamy, exprefies himfelf as follows : 
>> We find likewife in thofe early times, 
*> and afterwards, that polygamy was partly 
** indulged, but only upon certain Ζ7Ρ1- 
>> cal occafions, and then only among the 
>> patriarchs and fome of the &ngs, who 
> were all exprefs types of CHRIST in 
*> their feveral marriages ; and in this 
>> refpect they each typified and prefi- 
ἐς sured Curist’s marrying the Fewz/h 
>> church, and the feveral churches of 
>> the Heathen nations, which, under the 
> gofpel, were all defigned to make but 
*> one church or one /poufe; therefore, 
ἐς under the gofpel, polygamy ceafes, and 
** but 026 wife is allowed.” 

If this author will examine his Bzd/e 
a little more clofely, he will find himfelf 
miftaken both in his premifes, and in his 
conclufion. In the firft place, it cannot be 
true that ** polygamy was partly indulged, 
*> only upon fome typical occafions, and 
>> then only among the patriarchs and 
+ fome of the &mgs.’—This appears 
from the law, Deut. xxi. 15. which was 
: 2 enacted 
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enacted after the patriarchal age had 
ceafed, and many ages before there was 
a king in Ifrael. ‘That law is framed in 
general terms, 10 as to include amy and 
every man—that has two wives :—it does 
not fay, if a patriarch or king hath two 
wives—but— Dw) ---כי תהיין לאיש שתי‎ 
literally—** of there be to a man”—or— 
as we tramflate it—‘* 76 a man have—two 
*> wives. It is apparent, then, that 
the law being general, it was meant to 
regulate a general practice. It is alfo 
untrue in point of fad, that * polygamy 
‘* was partly indulged only to patriarchs 
** and fome of the dmgs ; witnefs E/ka- 
nab, who was neither patriarch nor 
* king, and yet we find, by his hiftory, 
1Sam.i. 1. &c. that polygamy was in- 
dulged to him as evidently as to any pa- 
triarch οὐ king that ever lived. From all 
which it appears, that our author's con- 
clufion— ‘* therefore, under the go/pel, 
“< polygamy 004108, and but one wife is al~ 
* lowed’’—falls to the ground. But let 
us look back again to Deut. xxi. 15.— 


* So it is faid of Gideon—He had feventy fons of 
his body begotten, for he had many wives. Judg, 
vill. 30, Of ‘farr, he had thirty fons. Judg. ix. 4. 
dbzan of Bethlehem had thirty fons and thirty daugh- 
ters. Judg, xii, 9. Abdon had forty fons, ver. 14+ 
Thefe were all judges of Jfrael, and muft, by the 
numbers of their children, be concluded to have 
been polygami/is as well as Gideon. 

That 
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That law was evidently made to regulate 
the difpofal of a man’s méeritance who 
had ¢wo wives, and to prevent the di/he- 
rifon of the firft-born through favour and 
affection towards the child who was. not 
fo, becaufe born of the favourite wife. 
This could not concern the patriarchs, 
who had all been long dead—nor (imme- 
diately at leaft) the digs, who did not 
exift till near four hundred years after- 
wards—nor the priefs and Levites, who 
could have zo inheritance to difpofe of. 
Numb. xviii. 20, 21.—If then it did not 
concern the people at large, it was nuga- 
fory, for it concerned nobody at all. This 
is furely a very fufficient proof that poly- 
gamy was an allowed practice of the Fews 
* בג‎ general. The a/l-wi/e Gop cannot 

pe 


* ‘The modern ‘ews forbid polygamy among the 
people, and this from the authority of fome pafiage 
in the Talmud; but the reafons 2110260 to me, on 
difcourfing with a learned Few on this fubject, 
were of the prudential kind; fuch as the people in 
general being too poor to maintain sore than one 
wife, the quarrels it occafioned, and the like.—I afked 
him if he looked upon it as forbidden by the law 
of Gop ?--** No, Gon forbid,” replied he ear- 
neftly ; ** what then muft be the cafe of Abraham, 
*> 770602, David, 850. ὃ He likewife told me, that 
this prohibition was ** not univerfal, for that in 
>> fome countries polygamy was 1111] practifed among 
*> the Fews.” He added, ** that even here, if a Few 
** married a woman, and had no children by her, 

gay >> after . 
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be fuppofed to enact fo pofitive a law, if 
there were no perfons who could be ob- 
jects of it; and this law to regulate cer- 
tain circumftances which did not exitt ; 
nor is it eafy to imagine, that if thofe 
circumfiances were finful, they would not 
have been as explicitly condemned, as they 
are here plainly allowed and regulated. 
What has been: obferved above, concern- 
ing the law of Deut. xxi. 15. holds 
equally true of Exod. xxi. 10. which had 
as little to do with patriarchs and kings as 
the other had. » οὐρῇ 

I cannot conclude this part of my fub- 
ject without mentioning a cafe, which 
thofe would do well to confider, who 
confound polygamy with adultery, and 
plead the authority of the great and in- 
fallible interpreter of Gov’s mind and will 
for fo doing; I mean the cafe of Abime- 


“* after ten years he might marry another wife.” 
So, where a man defiles a virgin, ‘* fhe 1 
“ὁ be his wife, agreeable to Exod. xxii. 16. and 
> Deut. xxii. 28, 20.75 I take the truth to be, 
that the ‘fews, as to the bufinefs of polygamy, ufually 
conform to the cuftom of the country where they 
live. ‘* As for the modern Fews,” fays Leo Muti- 
nenfis, ** thofe of them who live in the Ea/?, ftill 
> keep up their antient practice of polygamy ; 
** whereas in Germany they are not allowed this 
*> privilege, and in /taly very rarely, and only in 
“* cafe a man hath lived ten years with his wife 


% without iffue,” See Puffénd. book vi. ch. 1. ὃ 16. 
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lech, King of Gerar; who, having already 


a wife of bis own, fent and took Sara, 
the wife of Abraham, Gen. xx. 2. But 
Gop came to Abimelech in. a dream by 
night, and faid to him—Behald, thou art 
but a dead man, for the woman which thou 
baft taken—for fhe is a man's wife. Here 
Gop plainly fet forth 47s thoughts of 
adultery, or taking a man’s wife; that it is 
a fin to be punifhed with death.—How- 
ever, Abimelech had not actually defiled 
her, and fhews that, if he had not been 
deceived by Abraham's faying that Sarah 
was his fifter, he would not have taken 
her at all.—Sasd be not unto me, She is 
my fifter ? and fhe, even fhe berfelf faid, He 
is my brother. In the integrity of my heart, 
and innocency of my hands, have 1 done this. 
And Gop faid unto him in a dream, yea, 
1 know that thou didft it in the zntegrity 
of thine Aeart, for I alfo witheld thee from 
JSinning againft me, therefore fuffered I thee 
not to touch her. The fin of adultery is 
certainly marked very {trongly, but here 
was a fair opportunity to have as ftrongly 
marked polygamy, if that was a fin alfo. 
How could Abimelech, having a wife, 
ver. 17, take any other woman innocently 2 
and yet Gop allows this to have been 
done, in his anfwer to the plea of 447- 
melech. Vhough he was innocent as to 

5 an 
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an intentional adultery, being ignorant 
that Sarah was Abraham's wife, yet Abi- 
meiech muft know that he had a wife of 
bis own, and therefore could not zuno- 
cently, and in the integrity of his heart, 
take any other woman 01 any -kind, if 
polygamy was a fin. But fuppofing this 
poor * heathen was ignorant, and therefore 
faid this knowing no better, yet Gop 
could not be zgnorant of His own mind 
and will, when he faid—Yea, I know that 
thou didft this in the integrity of thine heart, 
Sor 1 alfo witheld thee from finning againft 
Me. Rather, why did he not tay— 
*+ Thou wicked wretch, how canft thou 
*¢ dare to talk of the zmnocency of thine 
> hands, and of the mtegrity of thine 
*> heart 2—{fuppofing thou didit not know 
‘* Sarah to be another man’s wife, yet the 
>> taking any woman, as thou Παίς already 
“a wife of thineown, is againtt the Jaw 
>> of marriage, and therefore a mortal fin.” 
Inftead of this, Gop allows his plea, and 
the moment Adimelech 16160160 Sarah to 
her 20/2000, Gon gracioufly removes 
every mark of his difpleature, ver. 17, 18, 


* >> It appears by this whole hiftory of Abzmelech, 
>> that he was a man of great virtue תג‎ thofe days ; 
>> not an zdolater, but a worfhipper of the trwe Gon, 
>> as Melchizedeck, the high prief of that country, 
6 was.” Patrick on Gen. xx. 7. . 

we 
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So ABRAHAM * prayed unto Gop, and 
Gop healed ABIMELECH, and his wife, 
and bis maid-fervants—ynnDN) (which 
feem to have ftood in the fame relation 
to Abimelech, as the אמה‎ Hagar, did to 
Abram, chap, xvi. 3, 4.) aud they bare 
children— \19—pepererunt, Mont.—they 
brought forth: for the Lorp had faft clofed 
up all the wombs of the houfe of ABIME- 
LECH, becaufe of SARAH, ABRAHAM'S 
wife. It fhould feem by the context, 
that Gop had witheld Abimelech from fin- 
ning againft Him, ina criminal accefs to 


* Who was himfelf at that hour 3 
See Gen. xvi. 2, 4. It is likewife to be obferved, 
that Abraham was a Chriftian believer, as much fo 
as Paul was, who tells us, the go/pel was preached 
to Abraham—that he believed it—was juflified by 
faith—and that they which be of faith, are δ] δά 
with faithful Abraham, who is ({fpiritually) the 
father of all believers in Curist. Comp. Rom, 
iv. 16, &c. with Gal. 111. 9, 14, and John viii. 56, 
Abraham would have been exceedingly puzzled, 
to have found out what the gofpel which was 
preached to him (and in which he believed and_re= 
joiced) had to do with polygamy, or to have ac- 
counted for the poffibility of the children of his faith, 
in future ages, finding out that it was the fame thing 
with adultery; when Abraham’s own eyes and ears were 
witnefles of there being put as great a difference 26- 
tween polygamy and adultery, as could poflibly exift 
between any two things in creation, and this, by 
the determination of that Gon, who afterwards gave 
the law to Aésfes at Mount Sinaj. 


Sarah , 
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Sarah; by inflicting a judicial difability of 
fome kind upon him; alfo, to mark the 
more ftrongly His holy indignation againft 
him, for taking another man’s wife, He 
rendered Abimelech’s wife, then great with 
child, (as alfo fuch of his mazd-fervants, 
who it fhould feem, from what is faid, 
ver. 17, 18, were probably his concubines, 
and fome of them alfo great with. child}. 
unable to bring forth—but when Sarah 
was reftored, bimelech was reftored to 
his own women, and they to him.—All 
this by the zmmediate hand of Gop. 

I would only fay, that any perfon who 
ean attentively confider the feveral cir- 
cumftances of this hiftory of the divine 
interpofition, and talk of the finfulnefs 
of polygamy in the fight of Gop, even put- 
ting it on the fame footing with adultery, 
will appear to differ very widely, in his 
judgment of the matter, from this au- 
thentic record of the mznd and wil of the 
Most 1. 

It is to be remarked alfo, that through- 
out the whole {cripture, the fame approba- 
tion, many like circumftances which evi- 
denced that approbation; alfo, like an/wers 
to prayer,and like miracles, in token of that 
approbation, attended equally on a /econd, 
or after-taken wife, under a polygamous 


contract, as on a firff or only wife, This 
may 
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may be faid to be uniformly the cafe, as 
may appear from the following 


PA RA DOE GMa. 


Sarai was barren—‘fhe 
had no child—Gen. xi. 


0. 

4 And Abram faid, Lorp 
Gop,what wilt thou give 
me, feeing I go childlefs? 
— Behold to me thou haft 
given no feed.—And He 
brought him forth abroad, 
and. faid, Look now +0- 
wards heaven, and tell 
the ftars, if thou be able 
to number them; and 
He faid unto him—So 
fhall thy feed be. Gen. 
XV. 25 35 5- 

And Gop faid unto 
Abraham, As for Sarah 
thy wife, I will blefs her, 
and give thee a fon of 
her. Yea 1 will blefs her, 
and fhe [1311 be a mother 
of nations; kings of peo- 
ple fhall be of her. Gen. 
.ל‎ $5, ΤΌ. 

Gop faid—Sarah thy 
wife fhall indeed bear thee 
a fon, and thou fhalt call 
his name J/aac. Gen xvii. 


10. 


| And Sarah conceived 
and bare Abraham a fon 
in his old age—-and Abra- 

ham 


And Sarai faid unto 
Abram, Go in unto my 
maid; and fhe gave Hg- 
gar toher hufband Abram 
to be his wife. And he 
went in unto Hagar, and 
fhe conceived—and the 
angel of the Lorn faid, 
I will multiply thy feed 
exceedingly, that it fhall 
not be numbered for mul= 
titude. Gen. xvi. 2, 45 
Te eee 


Gop faid, As for J/- 
mael, behold 1 have blef- 
fed him, and will make 
him fruitful, and multi-’ 
ply him exceedingly ; 
twelve princes fhall he 
beget, and-I will make 
him a great nation. Gen. 
XVil. 20. 

And. the angel of the 
Lorp faid unto Hagar, 
Behold, thou art with 


child, and fhalt bear a 


fon, and fhalt call his 
name [/hmael. 

And Hagar bare Abram 
afon, and Abram called 
his fon’s name, which 

Hagar 
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bam called his hame Tfaac. 
Gen. xxi. 2, 7. 

1/0606 was forty years 
ה‎ he thay Bee 
60002 to wife—and Sfaac 
intreated the Lorn for 
his wife, becaufe fhe was 
barren; and the Lor» 
was intreated of him, and 
Rebekah his wife conceiv- 
ed, Gen. xxv. 20, 21: 


Hagar bare, lhmael. Gens 
.וטא‎ If, 15. 

Facob took Leah and 
Rachel—but Rachel was 
barren. Gen. xxix. 21. 
And fhe gave him Bilhah 
her handmaid to wife; 
and “facob went in unto 
her ; and Bithah conceived 
and bare Facoba fon, And 
Rachel faid, Gop hath 


judged me, and hath 0‏ י 


Mancah’s wife was bar- 
ren and bare not; and 
the angel of the Lorp 
appeared unto the wo- 
man, and faid unto her, 
Behold, now thou art 
barren and bareft not, but 
thou 122% conceive and 
bear a fon—and the wo- 
man bare a fon, and called 
his name 60/0/28 ; and the 
child grew, and the Lorp 
blefled him. Judg. xiii. 
Ry 35 24- \ 


.From henceforth all 
generations fhall call me 


bleffed. V.M. Lukei. 48. 


9 


heard my voice, and hath 
given mea fon. Gen. xxx. 


4» 5: 6. | 

And Bilhah, Rachel’s 
maid, conceived again, 
and bare Facob a fecond 
fon, and Rachel faid, 
נפתלתי‎ πος נפתולי‎ 
> By the agency (Heb. 
>> twiftings) of the Alerm 
“1 am intwifted with 
*> my fifter—i. 2. my fa- 
*> mily is now interwo- 
“ς ven with my fifter’s, 
*> and has a chance of 
‘© producing the pro- 
*> mifed feed.” See Park. 
Heb. Lex. יפתל‎ 

When Leah faw that 
the had left off bearing— 
fhe took Zi/pab her maid, 
and gave her to Facob to 
wife. And Zilpah, Leah’s 
maid, bare Facob a fon. 

And Zilpah, Leab’s 
maid, bare "70202 a fecond 
fon. 4 

And Leah faid—Happy 
am I, for the daughters 
will ¢all-wre bleffed. 

And 
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And Gop hearkened 
ἀπο Leah, and fhe con» 
ceived and bare ‘facodb a 
fifth fon: And Leah faid, 
Gop hath given me my 
hire, becaufe I have given 


> my maidento של‎ 


‘There was a certain 
prief named Zacharias, 
and his wife’s name was 
Elizabeth—and they had 
no child, becaufe E/iza- 
beth was barren, and they 
both were well ftricken in 
years. And the angel faid 
unto him, Fear not, Za- 
charias, for thy prayer is 


heard, and thy wife fhall. 


bear thee a fon, and thou 
fhalt call his name Fohn— 
and he fhall be great in 
the fight of the 1,0 6. 
And his wife Elizabeth 
conceived, and faid— 
Thus hath the Lorp 
dealt with me in the days 
wherein he looked on me 
to take away my reproach 
among men, And fhe 

brought 


And Gop remembered 
Rachel, and Gop heark- 
ened to her, and opened 
her womb, and fhe 60+ 
ceived and bare a fon, 
and faid, Gop hath taken 
away my reproach, And 
fhe called his name Fo- 
feph, and faid, The Lorp 
fhall add to me another 
fon. Gen. xxx. 24. See 

alfo Gen. xxxv. g—12. 
. There was a certain 

man of Ramathaim Zo 
phim (a Levite of the fas 
mily of the Kohathites, 
fee 1 Chron. vi. 33, 34, 
&c.) and his name was 
Elkanah. And he had 
two wives—the name of 
one was Hannah—and 
of the other Peninnah. 
— Peninnah had chil- 
dren ; Hannah had no 
children—the Lorp had 
fhut up her womb.—And 
her adverfary alfo pro- 
voked her fore for to. 
make her fret, becaufe 
the Lorp had fhut up 
her womb. And fhe was 
in bitternefs of foul, and 
prayed unto the Lorn, 
and wept fore—-and fhe 
vowed 
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brought forth a fon, and 
his name was called fohn, 
&c. Luke i. 5, 7513, 255 


₪ 


vowed a vow, 6ת3‎ 


O Lorp of Hofts, if thou | 
wilt indeed look uponthe ~- 


affiiétion of thine hand- 


‘maid, and remember and 


not forget thine hand- 
maid, but-wilt give unto 


‘thine handmaid a man- 


child, I will give him 
unto the Lorp all the 
days of his life -- 
Then Eli (the high-prie/?) 
anfwered, and faid—Go 
in peace, and the Gop of 
Sfrael grant thee thy pe- 
tition that thou haft afk- 
ed of Him, &c. Where- 
fore it came to pafs, when 


> the time was come about, 


Song of the Virgin Mary. 


My foul doth magnify 
he Lorn, and my fpirit " 
ath rejoiced in Gop my 

Saviour. | 

For he hath regarded 

the low eftate of his hand- 


He 


_ maiden. 


after 110080 had con- 
ceived, that fhe bare a 


fon, and called his name 


Samuel, faying, Becaufe 
1 have afeed him of the 
Lorp, &c. And Hannah 
faid—For this child I 
prayed, 
hath given me my peti- 
tion that 1 afeed of Him. 
1 Sam. i. 1, &c. 


Hannah’s Song. 


Mine heart rejoiccth 


in the Lorn, mine horn 


is exalted in the Lorn, . 


my mouth is enlarged 
over mine enemies, be- 
caufe I rejoice in thy 
falvation. 

: There 


and the Lorn 


-" 
. 
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He that is mighty hath 
done to me great things, 
and holy is his name. 

And His mercy is on 
them that fear Him from 
generation to generation. 

He hath fhewed ftrength 
with His arm, He-hath 
{cattered the proud in 
the imagination of their 
hearts. 


He hath put down the 
mighty from their feats, 
and hath exalted them of 
low degree. 


He hath filled the hun- 
gry with good things, 
and the rich He hath 
fent empty away. | 

He hath holpen His 
fervant J/rae/, in remem- 
brance of his mercy, &c. 


There is none holy-as: 
the Lorp. 


He will keep the feet, 
of His faints. 


The bows of themigh~ 
ty men are broken, and 
they that ftumbled are 
girt with ftrength—the 
wicked fhall be filent in 
darknefs. 1 
= The adverfaries of the 
Lorp fhall be broken to 
pieces—the Lorp mak= = 
eth poorand maketh rich, 
He bringeth low and lift- 
eth up. 

They that are full 
have hired themfelvesout = 
for bread, and they that 
were hungry ceafed. | 

He fhall give ftrengeth 
unto His king, and exalt 
the horn of His anointed. 


The conclufion of all which appears 


to be, that either we do not worfhip 
the fame Gop which the ‘ews did, or 
the Gop we worfhip doth not difal- 
low nor difapprove polygamy. Miracu- 
lous bleffings beftowed of Gon, in anfwer 
to the prayers of people living in open 
breach of His law, are totally contradic- 
tory to the whole fcripture-character of 
Gop. The way of the wicked is an abo- 
mination to the Lorp, but the prayer of 

Vor. I, U : 7" 6 
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the upright 1s Eis delight. Prov. Χν. Qe 
He that turneth away his-ear from hearing 
the law, even his prayer hall be abommna- 
tion. Prov. xxvill. g. Comp. Pf, Ixvi. 

τὸ, 19, 20. 0 | 
In what has been 1316 on the fubjetiof 
this chapter on polygamy, 1 fhould think 
arguments enough have been brought 
to prove that it was not finful in the fight 
of Gop, under the Old Teftament, and 
| that the 4kffed Gon, by becoming mar 
(1 Cor. xv. 47.) and condefcending to 
appéar on earth for us men, and for our 
falvation, in. the likenefs of jmful ων, 
Rom. viii. 3; made of a woman made un- 
der the law, Gal. iv. 4; came not to defiroy 
the. law, by leflening the’ feeurity which 
it owas. evidently. made to afford the 
weaker fex againft the fronger. That:the 
treachery which, was 10 pofitively forbid- 
den, ‘and fo amply provided againit, 
among the ‘ews, fhould be aMowed to 
Chrifhians (who are children of the fame 
Heavenly Father, fubjetts of the fame ΖΕ 
mighty King / and even commanded them 
in fome cates, is.a monf{trous fuppofition! 
-—repugnant to the pofitive inftitution of 
Gon, They fhall be one flefo—contradictory 
to all jound reafon—and abhorrent from 
every generous, honourable, and humane 
principle. Whatever the jituation-of the | 
mar 
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man may be, the danger arifing to the 
woman trom the confequences, of /éduc- 
fion and dereliction is equal, therefore 
equally provided againft by the Jaw of 
Gop. ה"ע אשד‎ | 
How polygamy became reprobated in 
the Chrifian church is eafily accounted 
for, when we confider how early the 16- 
probation of marriage itfeif began to ap- 
pear. The Gnoflics, whom” Epiphanius 
derives from Simon Magus, condemned 
marriage in ‘the: moft {hocking terms, 
faying that it was ** of the Devil ;” but 
this was to fupport themfelves in their 
horrible tenet, that ** a// women fhould be 
*> common amongit them.” Better people 
foon afterwards condemned marriage as 
unlawful to Chriftians, and this under a 
wild notion of greater purity and perfec- 
tion, in keeping from all intercourfe with 
the other fex. This opinion divided it- 
felf into many fects, and gave great trou- 
ble to the church before it was difcounte- 
nanced. Still fecond marriages were held 
infamous, and called no better than awful 
whoredom. Nay, they were not afhamed 
+0 write, that, ** 0 man’s jirft wife being 
““ dead, it was adultery, and not marriage, 
“* to take another.”’ Amidft all this, 26- 
hgamy mutt neceffarily receive the fevereft 
anathema——for if it could -be fuppofed 
2 unlawful 


ἝΝ 
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unlawful for Chriftians to marry at all, 
and then fo deteftable to marry a fecond 
time, after the death of a wife, the hav- 
ing fwo at once muft be, ὦ fortiori, ac. 
counted more horrible than all the reft., 
All thefe feveral opinions had. texts of 
{cripture prefled into their fervice, by the. 
ingenious zeal of their feveral abettors : 
the Old Teftament was of πὸ authority 
in the matter; the New Teftament was 
made to /peak what it did not mean, con- 
cerning what it des mention; and con- 
ftrued 10 as to condemn what, when 
rightly underftood, it does not, mention. 
The two firft of thefe conceits about 
marriage have been long exploded, except 
with refpect to the Romifh clergy, who, 
to this hour, are forbidden to marry. But 
polygamy throughout the Chriffian church, 
the weffern part of it at leaft, is looked 
upon as a fin againft the /eventh com- 
mandment, though there is not a fylla- 
ble in the whole Bible which makes it. fo. 
When I mention polygamy, I would al- 
ways be underftood to mean on the man's 
fide, for on the fide of the woman, the 
whole {cripture fhews it to be a capital of- 
2 | 
Why this diftintion fhould be made, 
He beft knows who made it; but, in 
part, we may fuppofe, from the confe~ 

quences 
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quences attending on one fide, which can- 
not be on the other; thefe are finely 
touched by the ftrong and mafterly pen 
of the fon of Sirach—Ecclus xxi. 22, 23. 
Having fpoken of the adu/terer, he faith, 
(agreeably to Lev. xx. 10.) This man 
Πα be punifbed in the ftreets of the city, 
(fee alfo Deut. xxii. 24.) and where he 
fifpeéteth not he fhall be taken. He then 
proceeds—Thus fhall it go alfo with the 
wife that leaveth her hufband, and bringeth 
in an heir by another—For, firtt, fhe hath 
difobeyed the law of the Moft High—te- 
condly—jfhe hath trefpaffed againft her own 
hufband—and thirdly—jhe hath played the 
whore im adultery, and brought children 
by another man. She fhall be brought out 
into the congregation, and inquifition fhall 
be made of her children.— Her children fhall 
not take root, and her branches fhall bring 
no fruit. Sbe fhall feave her memory to be 
curfed, and ber reproach fhall not be blotted 
out. Though thefe be the words of an © 
apocrypbal writer, they deferve the higheft 
regard, becaufe they are exactly confo- 
nant with the law of Gop. But it 8 
very extraordinary, that in a difcourfe 
againtt fornicators, whoremongers, and adu/- 
terers (which commences, ver. 16. and 
is continued to ver. 26. inclufive) not a 
word fhould be faid againft polygamujis, if 

U3 polygamy 
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Po ygamy were a fin as much on the man’s 
fide as on the woman’s.—He mott likely 
would not have paffed it over in filence, 
had there been any law againtt it. 

His defcription of the adulterefs is 
very fine, and the aggravations of her 
offence, by bringing forth a {purious 
iffue, ftrongly marked ; but they are fuch 
as cannot exift on the man’s fide, and 
therefore hence, in part at. leaft, arifes the 

difference. | | 
זג‎ he fays of the adulterer is alfo 
remarkably ftriking, and evidently taken 
from ‘ob xxiv. τς. We lofe much of its 
propriety, from our mif-tranflation of 
Ὁ ᾿Ανθρωπος mapubdivey ἀπο τῆς κλινης dute 
--Δ man that breaketh wedlock, we call 
it; but this is not a tranflation of the 
words—they literally are—she man who 
tranfgrefeth from out of his bed—like the 
murderer, Job xxiv: 14. who, rifing with 
the light, is in the night as a thief—So the 
adulterer. Saith ‘fob—the eye of the adul- 
terer warteth for the twilight, faying, No 
eye fhall fee me, and difeuifeth his face. 
8 Szrach shine the ce 
terer as “‘ having his bed, ftealing out of 
“* it, as it were, to execute his plans of 
* wickednefs, at a time when he thinks 
** the unfeafonablenefs of the hour, and 
ἐς the darknefs of the night, will con- 
** ceal’ 


a 
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> ceal him from the eyes of ".ג‎ This 
man is, in od, called נאף‎ an adulterer, 
or defiler of other men’s wives.—That the 
fame character is meant by the fon of 
Sirach, is evident, from comparing 1% 
clus xxiii. 18. with ‘fod XXIV. 153 and 
the punifhment {aid to await him, Ecclus 
Xxiill, 21. with that affigned to adulterers, 
Lev. xx. 10. Deut. xxii. 22, 24: 
Another reafon of the difference, that 
is to fay, why polygamy fhould be allowed 
to the man, and no {uch liberty belong 
to the woman, arifes alfo from the inferi- 
ority evidently (tamped upon the woman 
by the Gop of nature, by whom fhe is 
laced under the abfolute power of ber 
bufband, fo that fhe cannot ifpofe of her 
perfon, on any occafion, or to any pur- 
pofe whatfoever, to any other but to him- 
felf, as may appear from Gen. iil. 16. 
She is not at liberty to make any contract 
whatfoever, without her hufband’s con- 
fent—even religious vows are utterly void; 
fhe cannot perform them if the Au/band 
difagreeth thereto. Numb. xxx. 8. The 
wife 18-07 070000860 τῷ ἴδιω ἀνδρι--- fubjed- 
ed to her own proper hufband, τ Pet. il. I. 
The apoftle Pau/ ufes the fame expreffion, 
when he fays, Rom. xiii. 1. Let every 
foul be fubjetted (ὑποτασσεσθω) to the higher 
powers, But none of thefe things are 


, 4 faid 


te aaa Sn 
faid on the fide of the man—even in 
teaching in the congregation, the apoftle 
marks out the woman’s inferiority—1'Tim, 
.גר‎ 11. Let the woman learn in filence with 
oll fubjection—I fuffer not a woman to 
teach, nor to ufurp authority over the man, 
but to be in filence. Again, the fame apoftle 
faith—The head of the woman is the man— 
the man is not of the woman, but the woman 
of the man; neither was the man created 
Jor the woman, but the woman Sor the man. 
3, Cor. xin 3, Be Os ΓΕ appears then from 
the nature of things, as conftituted by the 
Creator himfelf, that the man hath powers 
which the woman hath not, and therefore 
may סוט‎ a freedom of ation which the 
, * woman cannot. The apoffe’s faying, 
the man was not made: for the woman, but 
the woman for the maz, reminds me of the 
manner in which CurisT vindicated his 
difciples, when they were accufed by the. 
Pharifees of breaking the fabbath, becaufe 
they plucked fome ears of corn on the fabbath= 


* Befides all this, it may be faid, that the more 
wives a man hath, the more children he is likely to 
גת‎ ; but this cannot be on the woman’s fide; for 
fhe cannot breed the oftner by having more men 
than one.—Such a mixture is known to be even de- 
ftructive of conception, fo that the more men a woman 
may have, the lefs likely is fhe to breed at all. 
This furely affords a ftrong proof that polyandry (as 
it is called) is contrary to nature. ὦ wie 
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0 --- τ faid unto them, The fabbath was 
made for man, and not man for the fabbath, 
wherefore the Son of Manis Lorn alfo of 
the fabbath. ‘The reader may transfer 
this argument, by parity of reafon, to 
the other fubje&t which we have been 
fpeaking of ; and it furnifhes a proof,’ by 
no means inconclufive, why 3" man may 
be a polygamif?, but a woman not. 

But we may go farther, and obferve, 
that, without this difference, the grand 
ends of Gop’s moral government, with 
refpect to the commerce of the fexes, would 
not have been provided for. The very 
laws themfelves, which were made to 16- 
cure thofe ends on doth fides, muft have 
become mere cyphers. If polygamy had 
been permitted on the*woman’s fide, what 
ται become of that law—Deut. xxii. 22. 
if 4 man איש)‎ ‘3—if any man whatfoever ) 
be found lying with a woman married to an 
husband, then they fhall both of them die, 
both the man that lay with the woman, and — 
the woman. So thou fhalt put away evil 
from ΙΒΒΆΑΕΙ, ? If the having more wives 
than one at a time had been forbidden the 
man, what, in numberlefs inftances, muft 
have become of Deut. xxii. 28, 29. 774 
man ) בי איש‎ as before—if any man what- 
foever) find a damfel that is a virgin which 
25 not betrothed —and he with ber—fhe {hall 
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be his wife ; becaufe he hath humbled her, he 
may not put her away all his days? The Μη 
of thefe laws (as that of Lev. xx. 10.) 
was apparently to fecure the man againft 
the treachery of the woman—the. fecond 
(as Exod. xxii. 16.) to fecure the- woman 
againtt the treachery of the man—and both 
to fecure the world from that confufion 
and mifchief which muft be brought 
upon it (and are daily brought upon it 
by our difregard of thefe laws) by the 

treachery of either. | 
As the קל‎ had the bufinefs of par- 
turition allotted to her, fhe muft necefla- 
rily be looked upon as the repojitory of 
thofe bonds and cements of human 10- | 
ciety, without which it cannot * fubfitt ; 
5 fuch 


* The rabbinical explanation of the word נאף‎ in. 
Exod. xx. 14. has fomething very ftriking in it. 
R, Levi faith, that ** this word, abfolutely and 
<< fimply, denotes congre/s with the wife of another 
<< man. Nor is it ufed but where a married woman 
> is concerned. The reafon of this precept is, 
>> that the world fhould be peopled agreeably to the 
>> will of Gop. The blefled Gon willed, that all 
ἐς creatures of the world fhould bring forth fruit 
5% according to their refpective fpecies, and that one 
>> fpecies fhould not be mixed nor confounded with 
>> another. He willed that the fame fhould obtain 
>> with refpect to the human offspring, that it might 
>> appear whofe child every man was, and that the 


>> feed of one fhould not be confounded with that of 
| 7 
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as family defcents, pedigrees, ge-‏ מס 
nealogies, inheritances, and, all commu-‏ 
nications and diftinctions of relationfhip.‏ 
Therefore the Creator did, in his infinite‏ 
wifdom, fet bounds to the commerce of‏ 
the fexes, on the part of the woman,‏ 
which could not,be pafled under pain of‏ 
death. |‏ 
Whoredom and fornication are, for the‏ 
fame reafons, alfo inimical to thofe Jonds‏ 
of human fociety above-mentioned, in-‏ 
troductory of all manner of confufion and‏ 
wickednefs, inconfiftent with the law of‏ 
marriage, and the probable caufes of ruin‏ 
and deftruction to the female fex.—There-‏ 
fore, as feduction and dereléfion muft, in‏ 
the very nature of things, lead to thefe,‏ 
the pofitive law of Gop forbids any man‏ 
to take @ virgin, and then abandon her.‏ 


ςς 
ςς 
ςς 
«ςς 


another. Moreover, many corruptions are found 
in adultery, which 0668110 the breach of many 
commandments. Gop commanded to honour pa- 
rents; but in cafe of adultery they cannot be 
known. So we are forbidden any intercourfe of 
ἐς marriage with fiffers, and other relatives; but 
>> adultery tends to deftroy thefe\laws ; for, where 
this is, men cannot know their own relations.’’ 
Thus fpeak the 0020/05, agreeably to the fcriptures, 
and matter of fact, therefore are worth attending 
to in this point. The reader muft furely fee, very 
evidently, reafons for the feventh commandment on 
the woman’s fide, which cannot apply on the man’s, 
and why adultery, or defiling a man’s wife, was made 
fo penal to both parties concerned. 

As 
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As to what has been faid touching the 
harmony of the O/dand New Teftaments, 
and the perpetual obligation of the moraf 
law as to its wmmutability, fo that what 
it once forbad it always forbids, and what 
it did not forbid can never be forbidden 
—it is a point of fuch infinite confe- 
quence, as to deferve a recapitulation— 
and as I cannot fum up the matter in 
words more clear and forcible, than our 
church has done in her feventh article, I 
will conclude this chapter with that found 
and {criptural account of the matter :— 

+ The Old Teflament is not contrary 

*> to the New; for both in the O/d 
*> and New Teflament everlafting life 
5 18 offered to mankind by Curist, 
‘*:who is the only mediator between 
>> Gop and man. Wherefore they 
*> are not to be heard, which feign 
*> that the o/d fathers did only look 

> for temporary promifes. 
Although the law of Gop, given 
““ from Gop by Mofes, as touching 
>> ceremonies and rites, do not bind 
56 Chriftian men; nor the civil pre- 
> cepts thereof ought, of neceflity, 
““ to be received into any common- 
‘© wealth—yet, notwithftanding, no 
>> Chriftian man whatfoever is free 
** from the obedience of the com- 
>> mandments 
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>> mandments which are called mg- 
“ ral. 

No one can confider aright the 0/0 
infiitution of marriage, and not fee that it is 
founded in the very mature of things, and 
that by the Gop of nature. This is as 
felf-evident, as that if mankind were. to 
increafe and multiply, and replent/b the earth, 
there muft be an appointed means by 
which this was to brought ἴο pafs. 
Therefore the laws concerning marriage 
cannot be reckoned a mere object of thofe 
rites and ceremonies which were 0 0 
away. Heb. vill. 13. γ᾽ 
~ Nor can they be reckoned among the 
objects of that civil polity, which was 
only calculated for the government of a 
particular people, in a-particular part. of 
the world, and that under particular.cir- 
cumftances, fuch as never were or can be 
known to any other people on the, earth—~ 
unlefs marriage.itfelf can be fuppofed to 
be confined to them, and not equally to 
concern the whole human race. | 

The moral law hath therefore marriage 
as its object, as concerning, in the higheft 
and moft material points, the mora/ ac- 
tions of men. This clearly appears, not 
only from the very nature of the thing 
itfelf, but from the very words of the /2- 
venth commandment—T hou fhalt not com- 

| ; | mit 
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mt adultery; and again of the tenth 
Thou fhalt not covet thy neighbour's wife. 
Thefe are moral laws, equally binding 
at all times—in all places—over al] perfons. 
And as the feventh commandment is a 
moral law founded on the divine inftitu- 
tion of marriage 2/0 fo are all the ex- 
pofitions of it which are to be found in 
the {cripture, unlefs we can be abfurd 
enough to imagine, that the Jeter of a 
Jaw can be of a moral nature, and that 
the fenfe, meaning, and intendment of it 
are only of a cerenionial or ciuil tendency. 
What is meant.by the word -//00---נאף‎ 
fery, is not to be determined by the con- 
ceits, inventions, cuftoms, or laws of 
men, but by the mind and will of Gop, 
as revealed to us 1Π the precepts and ex- 
amples which are recorded in His word 
for our inftru€tion ; and efpecially from 
the uniform and unvaried idea annexed 
to the ufe of that word throughout the 
writings of Mojes and the prophets. If 
thefe have failed in giving us the trué 
fenfe of it, then is it not true that their 
Writings are profitable far doctrine, for re- 
proof, for correttion (éravoplwsv—the a- 
mendment of what is wrong) for infiruc- 
tion in righteoufnefi, fo that the man of 
Gop (i. 6. the believer) might be perfec, 
thoroughly furnifhed (both as to - it 
| an 
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and praclice—nothing 0/5 can be the fenfs 
of dprudc) anto all good works. 2 Lum, iti. 
16,17. The {criptures which,are fpoken 
of in this paffage ave, the {criptures of 
the Old Teftament, or tha/e boly foruptures 
which ‘Timotuy had known froma child 
—before:a ingle line-of the New. Tefta~ 
ment :was written, ver.a5. If therefore 
polygamy does: not תל‎ recorded as a /m 
againft the Jaw of Gop, either -by A4o/es 
or the prophets, butias ali matter owned, 
bleffed, allowed of ‘GoD, “we. mutt . fay; 
unlefs we pretend +0 δὲ wife above what. 
is written, that it is zo μη, for fim zs the 
tranferefion of the law. As to the’ com-= 
mon notion, that it was'-made finful ‘by 
fome new Jaw:of CurisT, and abfolutely 
forbidden in the New Teftament, it is 
one of the three pious * tyes which owed 

0 | their 


- 0% ἐς Tt was a maxim avowed jin ithe 4th century; 
ἐς that—it is an a of virtue to deceive and lye, 
>> when, by that means, ithe interefis of the church 
*> might be promoted.—This horrible maxim-was ine 
ςς deed of long ftanding, and. had been adopted for 
> fome ages paft, to the unfpeakable detriment of 
«ς that glorious caufe in which they were employed. 
>> And it-muft be frankly confeffed, that the great- 
ἐς eft men, and moft.eminent faints, were more or 
>> lefs tainted with this corrupt principle. We 
> would willingly except Ambrofe and Hilary, 
>> Auftin, Gregory. Naxianzen, and Ferome; but 
>> pRUTH, which is more respectable than thefe ve- 
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their invention to the ignorant zeal of 
fome profeffors and writers in the very 
early ages of Chriftianity. One was—that 
*> marriage was ἃ carnal thing, incon- 
** fiftent with the purity and perfection 
““ of a Chriftian, and therefore * unlaw- 
““ ful under the gofpel.”—Another was 
—that ““ if a man, on the death of 
“4 his wife, married again, it was no bet- 
>> ter than adultery.” —The third, begot-. 
ten between the other two, was—that 
** polygamy, though allowed to the Fews 
*> under the Old Teftament, is forbidden 


*> nerable fathers, obliges us to involve them in 
““ the general accufation.” See Adofbeim, vol. i. 
p- 200. | eA a 

.** ‘Though the primitive Chriftians (fays Moyle) 
> lived up to the? full‘rules of their religion with 
the utmoft probity and innocence of manners, 
yet it is too certain, there were fome perfons 
** among them, who, through a miftaken zeal, 
*> made no fcruple of /ying for the fake of their re- 
>> ligion. Their fictions found an eafy reception 
*> in a-credulous age, and were conveyed down to 
*> pofterity as certain truths.” See Fortin. Rems 
vol. i. p. 299. yes 

* Epiphanius, Heres. 58, {peaks of the Valefians, 
who caftrated themfelves, and alfo their guefs, that 
by this means they might introduce them into the 
kingdom of heaven — ** Se & hofpites fuos caftra- 
> runt, ut ita fecum introducerent in Regnum cz- 
*> lorum.” ‘They held that none but exnuchs could 
be faved. 


Nift quis eunuchus fieret, falvari non poffe. 
3 « to 
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*€ to Chrifiians under the New.” “The 
two firft (among the Proteftanzs at leat) 
are come to nought—the /4/7 is as generally 
believed among C4ri/fzans of all forts, as 
the lye of tran/ubftantiation is in the Romifh 
church. And there can be little doubt, but 
that a man who has two wives, under what- 
ever circumftances they might be taken, 
would be looked upon to be as impious, 
and as much a child of the devi/, amongtt us, 
as a perfon would be among the Papi/ts, 
who wickedly refufed to give up his out- 
ward fenfes, and to believe that a {mall 
piece of wafer, after certain words faid over 
it by a prie/?, is the body, fleth, blood, and 
bones, ofa man fix feet high—or as a 35 
bifhop, or pope, who married at all. 

As thefe things will be farther confi- 
dered under the head of Swperftition, I 
will now haften to the examination of a 
notion, which I fear is too common among 
us, and on which what is ufually faid 
and thought on the fubje& of polygamy, 
is for the moft part built ; I mean that 
of reprefenting CuRisT as appearing in 
the world as “ a new lawgiver, who was 
** to introduce a more pure and perfeét 
“< fiftem of morality, than that of the daw 
>> which was given by Moses.” —This 
horrible blafphemy againft 6ב‎ 
and perfection of Gop’s law, as well as 

Voz. Xx againtt 
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the truth of Curist, who de-‏ :)תוגג 
clared that He came not to deftroy the law,‏ 
but to fulfil it—this utter contradiction‏ 

both of the /ew and the go/pe/—was the 
foundation on which the heretic Socinus 

built all his other abominable errors. 
From whence he had it, will appear in the 

fequel. In the mean time, I cannot help 
{topping a while to lament the progrefs 
which Socinzanifm is daily making amongtt 

us — with many, among the Dz/enters 
efpecially, it is called new Ught— but, 

thank Gop! there are yet fome remain- 
ing, who call it by its true name—o/d 
darknefs—and as fuch oppofe it.—As it 

is coincident with the main fubject of 
the following chapter, it will fall in my. 
way to fay fomething, which I hope will 
thoroughly apprize the reader of the mif- 
chiefs which mutt refult במסץ1‎ 
in all its fhapes.—In the courfe of what I 
fhall have to fay, it will appear, that, fo 
far from CurisT’s ever condemning po- 
lygamy, which, as a new lawgiver, he is 
fuppofed to have done, He never men- 
tioned it during the whole courfe of His 
minifiry, but left that, as He did all other 
moral actions 01 men,, upon the footing 
of that law under which He was made, 
and to which He, for ws men, and for our 

| Salvation, 
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Jalvation, became not only 0000, but 
even obedient unto death. Phil. u. 8 
_ Upon the whole, I take the truth to 
be, that the firft general in/titution of mar- 
riage, accompanied with the firft general 
blefing, is to be found in thofe words of 
Gen. i. 28, Be fruitful, and multiply, and 
replenifh the earth.—The fpecial manner 
of this, together with the indiffolubility 
of the obligation created by it between the 
parties, is revealed, Gen. ii. 24. where 
it is faid— A man fhall be joined — רבק‎ 
_— προσκολληθήσεται --- agglutinatus erit — 
to bis woman—and they, as in confequence 
thereof, /hall become one flefh, 1. 6. 70 
- from each other. Gen. iii. 16. reveals 
. the entire fubordination and fubjection of 
‘the wife to the hufband—and the reft of 
the Bible thews us, that virgins could not 
be feduced and taken as appetite might 
_ prompt, and then abandoned and forfaken 
| as licentioufnefs might zmchne—but that 
= monogamous and polygamous contracts were 
equally valid and binding, equally lawful 
as to the inheritablenefs of the iffue, and 
. all other marks of legitimacy, that is to 
fay, on the man’s fide; but that, on the 
woman's, polygamy was, for the moft 
apparently-wife reafons, forbidden under 
pain of death. 
While this fyftem was reverenced and 
2 obferved, 
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obferved, we read of no adultery, whoredom, 
and common proftitution of women among 
the daughters of Irael: no brothels, ftreet- 
walking, * venereal difeafe: nO CHILD= 
MURDER, and thofe other appendages of 
female ruin, which are too horrid to par- 
ticularize. Nor were thefe things 20/20, 
which, fince the revocation of the divine 
fyftem, and the eftablifhment of human 
fyftems, are become znevitable. The fup- 
pofing our 0/0/20 Saviour came to deftroy 
the divine Jaw, or alter it with refpect to 
marriage, is to fuppofe Him laying a 
foundation for the mifery and deftru@tion 
of the weaker fex; whereas no deing 68 
wicked than Satan himfelf, could ever have 
devifed the almoft total departure from 
Gop’s LAW; which, from even the earlieft 
ages of the church fince the Apoftles’ 
* Much has been faid concerning’ the antiquity 
of this difeafe. The fubject is ably handled, and 
indeed exhaufted, in that learned and laborious work 
of Fohannes Aftruc, de Morb. Ven. lib. i. T will 
only here obferve, that as the divine-law punifhed 
adultery, or the deflement of another’s wife, with 
death in both parties—and whoredom was, on the part 
of the woman, alfo a capital offence—the confequences 
of proffitution muft of courfe be prevented, by the 
prevention of the thing itfelf. = Befides, the almoft 
univerfality of marriage among the ‘ews (for celibacy 
was a difgrace) andthe fixing the virgi on the man 
who firft took her, fo that he could not pat her away 
all his days, left little room for pro/ttutien, had their 
laws been even lefs fevere againtt it. ἢ ; 
times, 
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times, is to be found among the Céri/~ 
tians. | | 

I now put anend to this long chapter, 
in which polygamy, divefted of all the 
nonfenfe of human reafonings, is fet in 
its true feriptural light, as not f/inful in 
itfelf, but, in fome cafes, highly expe- 
dient—in others—duty ; and in this laft 
view of it, forming one /ivé in that divine 
chain of heavenly legiflation, on which the 
fecurity and protection of the weaker /ex 
is fufpended ; it being, upon the footing 
of Gop’s law, as impoflible for one man 
as another, to feduce and abandon to prof- 
titution and ruin, thofe who havea moft. 
indefeafible claim upon him for their 
| f{afety and fupport. 

If among us, as among the Yews, and 
as formerly in France, and now in fome 
other parts of the world, a jingle man, be 
his rank and ftation what they may, was 
conftrained to marry publicly the wo- 
man he feduces; and if the Spirit of the 
divine law was fo far complied with, as 
to compel the maz already married, to 
give fecurity for the maintenance and pro- 
vifion of fuch woman as he feduces, and, 
if his prefent engagement fhall determine, 
to marry publicly her whom, in Gop’s ac- 
count, he has married privately—it would 
be fuch a check upon the licentioufnefs 
/ X 3 of 
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of mankind, fuch a reftraint upon what 
is called gallantry—fuch a fecurity for 
female chaftity—and fuch a prefervative 


again{t profiitution, as might make thofe 
who live to fee it fay— 


‘Fam redit & virgo, redeunt Saturnia Regna. 
Now Fu/tice and the Golden Age again return. 


Doubtlefs, irregularities there always were, 
and always τοῦ be, while human nature is 
human nature. Still, a ναί difference 
there muft be found, between a [ον 
which is formed as‘a check to the luft, 
treachery, and cruelty of mankind, and 
one which, in numberlefs inftances, lets 
them 10016 to 36% without controul. 


APPENDIX το CHAP. IV. | 


NINCE the preceding chapter went to 
9 the prefs, the author has been favoured 
with a tranfcript from a tract in the Bri- 
77/0 Mufeum, which contains the whole 
of Bifhop Burnet’s opinion on polygamy. 
The reader has before feen it partially 
quoted; but the whole is here inferted 
verbatim. | 
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>> 1S polygamy in any cafe lawful under 
ἐς the go/pel ? 

>> For ANSWER. It is to be confidered, 
>> that marriage is a contract founded up- 
*% on the Jaws of nature, its end being 
*> the propagation of mankind ; and the 
« formality of doing it by churchmen, 18 
“only a fupervenient benediction, or 
>> pompous folemnizing of it; and there- 
>> fore the nature of marriage, and not 
** any form ufed in the celebration of it, 
>> 18 to be confidered. It 1s true, the cafe 
>> is harder, when any is married by fuch 


<< ב‎ * form, as binds him to one woman, 
«ς than. 


* The Bifsop here doubtlefs alludes to that part 
of our form, where the prieft is to afk the man— 
ςς Wilt thou have this woman to thy wedded wife— 
«© &c,—and, forfaking all other, keep thee only unto 
>> her, fo long as ye both fhall live? 
| >> The man fhall anfwer, 

eh iy Δ. ἢ os 

Here is no decent qualification, as in the ordination 
of minifters—‘* I will endeavour fo to do, the Lorp 
>> being my helper”—** 1 truft fo” —‘* 1 think 10" 
—‘* | have fo determined, by Gon’s gracc”’—or the 
like ; but, with the peremptorinefs and confidence of 
a Stoic, who held—é@ ἥμιν ἔςιν boa ἡμέτερα ἐργώ--- 
>> 1] our own aétions are in our own power” —ill fuit- 
ed to a frail and fallible creature, who knows 1 
what. a day may bring forth—(fee Prov. Xxvil. 1. 
comp. Fer. x. 23.) the anfwer is to 06--1 WILL— 
J—Rex Dominusque MEI—I WILL. 

The man is afterwards to take her—‘* for better 
35 and for worfe’—but, be fhe ever fo much wor/e 


/ % 4 than 
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than where he is bound only by the sve 
of marriage, conceived in general terms. 
*> The cafe of mankind, fince the fall, 
varies very much from what it was in 
innocence; for then the foundnefs of 
their dodies, and purity of their minds, 
did keep out of the way all the ha- 
zards of barrennefs, ficknefs, uncleanne/s, 
or croffncfs of humours, which made 
the former law not fo proper for man- 
kind ; yet ftill a fngle marriage was 
the perfecter, as being nearer the ori- 
** 1 

>> Before the flood,. we find Lamech a 
polygamift ; fuch were Adraham and 
“facob after it; not that this was not 
““ indulged by Mo/es ; for ali that he did 
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than he tock her for, fhort of actual adultery, ftill he 
is to groan under the fore bondage of what is called 
HIS vow ; which his fellow-creatures, have juft as 
much right to impofe upon him, from any autho- 
rity in fcripture, as another fet of people had, to 
make a man vow voluntary poverty—perpetual ΩΣ 
tity—and implicit obedience to a fellow-mortal—on 
“becoming a monk. | = ו‎ 

‘There was a time when, if fuch a one had married, 
the Jaw (fee 21 Hen. VIII. 6. 14.) would have fent 
him to the gallows, and no doubt the church would 
have fent him to the devil. TEMPORA MUTANTUR 
well if we could fay, as touching 0/7 the foolifh 
and unfcriptural /nares, which mankind have in- 
vented, and laid for one another’s confciences—ET 
NOS MUTAMUR א1‎ 4 


* relating 
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relating’ 0 6 affairs, was only to 
allow a DIVORCE, which was הג‎ 0 
for the hardnefs of the hearts of the 
Tjraelites. Every man was bound to 
maintain whom he had firft married ; 
left, therefore, fuch as defigned ano- 
ther wife, and could not maintain a 
former, might ufe indirect ways to be 
rid of them, this fair one of divorce 
was allowed * by Gop; and their poly- 
gamy was practifed, without either al- 
lowance or controul, as the natural pri- 
vilege of mankind. Neither is it any 
where marked among the J/emijfbes of 
the patriarchs; David's wives, and 
ftore of them he had, are termed by 
the prophet, Gop’s gift to him: yea 
polygamy was made in fome cafes a duty 
by Mofes’s law ;—when any died with- 
out iffue, his brother, or neareft 472/- 
man, was to marry his wife, for raifing 
up feed to him; and all were obliged 
to obey this, under the hazard of 
infamy, if they refufed it; neither is 
there any exceptions made for fuch as 
were married. From whence I may 


ἘΠῚ juft take the liberty to obferve, that it 15 beft 


> to keep to the expreffion of fcripture. Our BLESSED 


Saviour doth not fay, that Gop allowed divorce— 
but—Adofes allowed or permitted it ;--10 the Bifhop 
exprefles himfelf a few lines higher. 


+ faithfully 


] 3 
‘* faithfully conclude, that what Gop 


made neceffary in fome cafes to any de- 
** gree, can in 70 cafe be finful in itfelf ; 
*> fince Gop zs holy in all His ways. - 

>> But itis now to be examined, if it 
“6 1s forbidden by the gofpel. It is cer- 
*> tain, that our Lorn defigned to raife 
** mankind to the higheft degrees of pu- 
** rity and chaftity; and therefore our 
** Lorp and St. Paut do prefer ה‎ 
‘* hfe to a married ftate *, as that which 
*« qualifies us for the kingdom of heaven, 
** and was loaded with the feweft in- 
«ς cumbrances; and by this rule, ה‎ 
*> marriage being next to none at all, 
** was certainly more 10104216 to the go- 
<< fpel” [he means the times of the go- 
Spel.| “* But a fimple and exprefs di- 
““ charge of polygamy is no where to be 
* found. 

““Τ is true, our Lorp difeharges d:- 
‘< vorces, except in the cafe of adultery ; 
** adding, that whofoever puts away bis 
*> qwife upon any other account, commits 
© adultery: 10 St. Luke and St. Matthew 
** in one place have it—or commits adul- 


>> tery againft her: 10 St. Mark has it— 


* >> This was meant only with refpect to parti- 
>> cular perfons in particular circumftances, fuch as 
*> an apoftle; which is the reafon why St. Pau/ ap- 
‘© plies it chiefly to himfelf.” 1 Cor. vii. 

. / 3 2% or 
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or caufes her to commit adultery: {0 St, 
Matthew in another place. 
<< > ]+ it be adultery then to take ano- 
‘ther woman after an wmjuft divorce, 
‘it will follow that the wife has that 
* right over the bujband’s body, that he 
© mutt touch no other. —This is indeed 
plaufible, and it is all that can be brought 
from the New Teftament, which feems 
convincing; yet it will not be found of 
weight. | 
ἐς For it is to be confidered, that if 
our Lord had been to antiquate poly- 
gamy, it being fo deeply rooted in the 
men of that age, confirmed by fuch 
fafhions and ungueftioned precedents, 
and riveted by fo long a practice, he 
muft have done it plainly and autho- 
ritatively, and not in fuch an involved 
manner, as to be fought out of his 
words by the fearch of logick. 
>> Neither are thefe dark words made 
more clear by any of the apofiles in 
their writings: words are to be carried 
no farther, than the defign upon which 
they were written will /ad them to; 
fo that our Lorp being, in that place, 
to ftrike out divorce fo explicitly, we 
muft not, by ἃ confequence, condemn 
polygamy ; fince it feems not to have fall- 
en within the fcope of what our Lorp 
does there difapprove. 

> Befide, 


₪ δ 0 J | 

“* Befide, the term adultery may be 
taken in general, for fuch a dreach of 
wedlock as is equivalent to adultery ; 
and fuch is an unjuft divorce. This may 
be the importance of the phrafe ufed 
by St. Mark, viz.—he committeth adul- 
tery againft ber; or all may be better 
explained by the phrafe St. Matthew 
ufes about it, in one place—Ze caufes 
her to commit adultery; fince he that 
expofeth or tempteth to fin, fhares in 
the guilt with the perfon that fuc- 
cumbs: and from this it appears, that 
polygamy is not declared adultery, nei- 
ther in the place cited, nor any other 
that I know of. | ' 
% + But it is true that polygamy falls 
* fhort of the intendment of marriage, 
* in 222000067, to which ftate, we that 
* are under the gofpel mutt return as near 
* as it 1s poffible..—It is to be confefled 
that polygamy was much condemned by 
the ancients, though I think I have 
met with fomething about it, that is 
little noticed; but of that I can δά- 
venture to fay nothing at this * diftance 
from my books and papers. 

6 But 


* How unfairly Dean Delaney reprefents this paf- 


fage in the Bi/hop’s paper, may be feen before, p. 262. 
where we are to fuppofe his Lord/bip making * a 
| | > be 
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>> But all that being granted, it is to 
be confidered that the antients were 
unjufand fevere againtt marriage (it{elf), 
and did exceflively favour the celibate, 
or fingle (life); fo that in fome places, 
they who married ἃ /econd time, were 
put to do penance for it; and, indeed, 
both Few and Gentile had run into 
fuch exce/s by their free commixtures, 
that it is no wonder if the holy men 
of thofe ages, being provoked to a juft 
zeal, againft fuch unjuft practices, 
muft have been carried, through im- 
moderate {waying of the counterpoize, 

into fome extremes on the other hand. 
“« Therefore, to conclude this /hort 
anfwer, Wherein many things are 
hinted, which might have been en- 
larged into a volume, I fee nothing 


fo ftrong again{t polygamy, as to ba- 


lance the great and vilible zmminent 


hazards that hang over fo many t¢hou- 


“ fands, if it be not allowed.” 


The author cannot help exprefling the 


higheft fatisfaction in finding, that in 


>> beft excufe he could, for giving a rafb opinion’ 
—whereas, he feems to give the circumftance of 
being at ** a diftance from his books and papers,” 
as a reafon for not producing teftimonies from the 
antients ** little noticed,” but which, if produced, 
would tend to fhew, that fome of them thought 


as 


his Lordfhip did upon the fubje&. 
5 what 


eee ἡ} 


what he has written on the fubjeét, 6 
has had the honour of coinciding, in fo 
many points, with the fentiments of this 
learned, judicious, and excellent Bifhop. 
But, on the other hand, he mutt exprefs 
his forrow, that his Lord/hip was fo far 
*> diftant from his books and papers,” 
otherwife, it is moft probable, that he 
would have produced fome valuable tefti- 
monies from the antients, concerning 

what he hints at as—** Little noticed.” 
Another thing is alfo to be lamented, 
which is, that the good Bifbop did not 
proceed to explain what he meant by thofe 
*> great and vifible imminent hazards,” 

mentioned in the laft paragraph. τ 
- 1+ fo fmall and inconfiderable a perfon 
as myfelf may venture to guefs at the 
meaning of [Ὁ confiderable and great a 
man as Bi/hop Burnet, 1 fhould {uppote, 
that his Lord/bip has here a reference to 
his obfervation before made, concerning 
the difference between the ftate of ζηηο- 
cency, and that of mankind fince the /2/, 
and to thofe evi/s which he mentions as 
the confequences of the /etter—which 
could not exift during the former. Such 
as ““ barrennefs, jficknefs, uncleannefs, or 
>> crofsnefs of humour.’ What * great, im- 
““ minent, and vifible hazards hang over 
““ thoufands,” from thefe 030108, has been 
|. obferved 
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obferved before, p. 181-184. To vin- 
dicate, therefore, the lawfulnefs of poly- 
gamy is, as the world is now conttituted, 
in /uch cafes at leaft, to act as a good 0//- 
zen of the world, by vindicating the ** na- 
*> tural privileges,” and neceflary rights 
of mankind; and it is, at the fame time, 
to 36% as a fincere believer of divine reve- 
Jation, to fet forth, openly and without 
difguife, that HEAVENLY SYSTEM, by 
which thofe rights are eftablifhed and fe- 
cured. To vindicate alfo that unzverfat 
law, which had the good of the wHoLE 
for its object ; to fhew that its wi/dom and 
beneficence are too VAST to be confined 
to ἃ fingle people, or a fingle period of par= 
ticular difpenfation—to free it from that 
obfcurity which monks and priefs, and 
other enthufiafts and fanatics, have involved 
it in, to the diftrefs and deftruction of 
millions—is a -tafk referved alone for 
thofe, who, for the fake of ¢ruth, are 
willing to facrifice their eafe and reputa- 
tion to the malevolence of zgnorance and 
prejudice. | 


2 ב 


[ 1:9 ] 


OH ALPS yi 


Curis not the Giver of anew Law, 


OSHEIM, (Eccl. Hitt. Maclaine’s 

edition, quarto, vol. i. p. 296) very 
juftly obferves—** When once the mini- 
.** fers of the church had departed from 
““ the antient fimplicity of religion, a- 
“* bufes were daily multiplied ; and fu- 
‘* perftition drew, from its horrid fecun- 
““ dity, an incredible number of abfurdi- 
*> ties, which were added to the dorine 
> of Curist and his apoftles.”—This 
is very true, and very ftrikingly exempli- 
fied in that learned and accurate writer’s 
hiftory of the Chriftian church, both with 
regard to ceremonies and doétrines. Among 
other abfurdities in point of doGrine, 18 
the notion that ** CurisT’s miffion up- 
** on earth was to exhibit to mortals a : 
*> new law, diftinguifhed from all others 
** by its unblemithed /anéfity and perfec- 
** tion.” In vol. ii. p. 277. this is re- 
prefented as one main article of the Soci- 
nian creed, and it is to be withed that it 
never had been adopted but by the im- 
mediate followers of Socinus. Yet this 

is 


fon. 3 


is the language we hear daily, and is at 
the bottom of that extravagant notion ex- 
prefied by Gronovius on Grotius De Jure, 
tom. 1. p. 274, octavo, 173 5.—maintain- 
ed by many learned men, and even ad- 
opted as an axiom by the generality of 
Chriftians, as much as the Pope's fupre-~ 
macy and infallibility were before the 
Reformation—namely, that—‘* Lex natu- 
ες τα ἃς veteris foederis concedunt polyga- 
—** miam?—The law of * nature, and of the 


> 


* By lex natura, or law of nature, 1 underftand 
here (as Gronovius joins it with the /ex veteris fa- 
deris—the law of the old covenant—) that lex non 
feripta, or unwritten law, given of Gop to Adam, 
“and from him derived by tradition to the people of 

Gop till the time of Mofes, when the lex /cripta, or 
written law, was given by Mofés. See Fohn i. 17. 
former part, and Rom. v. 13. Both thefe /aws are 
in fubftance one and the fame. The moral obliga- 
tion of each demanded the fame obedience; the cere- 
monial inftitutions of both pointed out the fame fa- 
crifice and atonement for fin. Neither of thefe /aws 
forbad polygamy, therefore it was practifed by Abra- 
bam—Facob, and doubtlefs many cthers who lived 
under what is called the patriarchal difpenfation-—— 
as well as by the ews under 6 07 difpenfa- 
tion. As for what is generally underftood by the 
law of nature, the offspring of what is called the 
light of nature, it is beit defcribed by— 
Monftrum, horrendum, informe, ingens, cut lumen 
ademptum. 
Let thofe who think I carry this matter too far, 
confult Rom. i. 21, &c. which paflage of holy writ 
may be looked upon as a fummary of what is faid 
in the Old Teftament, of the depravity, blindnefs, 


1 Vout. 1. 1 ignorance, 


E32 J 
Old Teftament, allow polygamy, but it is for~ 
bidden—<** Lege CuristT1”=by the law of 
Curist. This appears to 6 the opi- 
nion of Grofius in that place on’ ‘which 
-Gronovius comments : for he fays— Ex 
 Curisti lege irritum 608 ‘conjugiam 
“ cum 60 qui maritus fit alterius mulicris, 
«ob jus illud quod Curisrus femine, 
«© pudicitiam fervanti dedit in maritum.” 
—By the law of Curist, a marriage with 
aman who is the hufband of another woman, 
is void and of none effect, by reafon of the 
‘right which CuRIsT gave tothe woman, 
who preferves her chaftity, over ‘her buf- 
band. Tere then Curisr is fet up to 
exhibit to mortals a mew Jaw, and that, 


‘tonorance, and wickednefs of the fallen human na- 
ture. “This is abundantly confirmed ‘by all hiftory, 
and daily experience. Dr. Alexandér, Hift. of Wom. 
vol. i. p. 169, fays, very truly—** Man, in that 
>> rude and uncultivated {tate in which he originally 

appears in all countries, before he has been form- 
ed by fociety, and inftructed by experience, is 
an animal, differing but little trom the wild 
>> 063155 that furround him.” Here let me 6 
more recommend to the reader’s petufal, DrLx- 
LAND’s Advantage and Neceffity of the Chriftian Re- 
“welation. “Chere he will fee a very authentic ἃς- 
count of what MAN is, ** though formed by fociety, 
“ «and inftructed: by experience,” without the vighe 
of divine revelation. This, not’as it refpets the 
wulgar and illiterate, but thofe 3110 סו‎ 6 
‘down ‘tous, as moft eminent for wifdom, learning, 
“and philofophy.—'THE WORLD BY WISDOM’ KNEW 
עיסא‎ )20 2.5 1/0200 21. Comp. Job xi. 75'8. 
| ᾿ ,. המי אשי‎ 
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in Oppofition to the law of nature and of 
the Old Teflament, as Gronovius exprefies 
it. How this idea harmonizes with the 
herefy of Socinus, may appear from the 
fhort view which we have of 6ב‎ 07 
theology, Mofb. vol. ii. p. 276.—** Gon, 
*> whois infinitely more perfect than man, 
though of! a fimilar nature in fome re- 
5 fpects, exerted an act of that power by 
** which He governs all things, in con- 
“* fequence of which an extraordinary 
+ perfon was born of the Virgin Mary. 
*> ‘That perfon was Jesus CHRisT, whom 
* Gop firft tranflated to heaven, and hav- 
““ ing inftructed Him fully there in the 
““ knowledge of His will, counfels, and 
** defigns, fent Him again into this fub- 
*> Junary world to promulgate to man- 
*> kind a new rule of life, more excellent 
“ than that under which they had formerly 
*> 000, to propagate the truth by His 
** miniftry, and to confirm it by His 
““ death.” = Thus blafphemed Socinus 
againft the excellence, purity, and per- 
fection of the law of Jenovau, as well 
as againft the glory and divinity of the 
Son of Gop! However, this notion about 
a new law given by CuRIsT, is not to 
be called the invention of 500/20 who 
lived fo late as the 16th century; it was 
a doctrine of the Koran, when the im- 

ἃ poftor‏ ץצ 
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poftor * Mahomet fet up his religion ; for 
we are there informed, that, ““ of 224,000 
>> prophets which have from time to time 
been fent into the world—among whom 
** 313 were 020/06, fent with fpecial 
commiffions to reclaim mankind from 
** infidelity and fuperftition—/ix of them 
brought xew Jaws for that purpofe, 
which fucceflively abrogated the pre- 
>> ceding. Thefe were 1. Adam, 2. Noah, 
** 3. Abraham, 4. Mofes, 5. Tefus, 6. Ma- 
56 homet.” See Broughton, Hitt. Lib. Tit: 
Mohammed. | 

It was fundamentally neceflary for Ma 
Lomet’s plan, to have it believed that Gop 
had fent feveral prophets into the world, 
who had fucceflively abrogated. the laws 
of thofe who had gone’ before: for as 
Mahomet's intention was to appear as fuch 
an one himfelf, he very artfully kept his 
followers from looking after the creden= 
tials of his miffion in the writings of the 
Old and New Teftaments; for had he ap- 
pealed to thefe himfelf, or. referred his 
followers to their evidence of his miffion 
from.Gop, He muft have appeared as 


* Earlier ftill—‘* Laétantius confiders Curist’s 
*> miffion as having no other end, than that of lead- 
** ing mankind to virtue, by the moft fublime pre- 
*> cepts, and the-moft perfec? exampl:.”’  Mofheim, 
vol. 1. 188, note h, century 4th. 


great 
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great an impoftor in their eyes, as doubt- 
lefs he was in his * own. 

The 0/0/24 Fefus proved the reality of 
His miffion, by a courfe directly contrary 
to this, for, in all his zeachmg, He con- 
{tantly appealed to the Jaw and the pro- 

hets-—** It is written,” was His warrant 
for all He faid and did—He founded all 
His claim to the chara€ter of the Mes- 
81 11, on the writings of the Ὁ Old Tef- 
tament, and all His muzracles were a con- 
ftant appeal to what was there foretold 
concerning him. So far from afluming 
to Himfelf the authority of abrogating 
that holy, perfect, and {piritual rule of 
life, which was contained in the law gi- 
yen from Gop by Mofes, He began His 
public miniftry with the 01% folemn 
protett againit {uch a fuppofition. There- 
fore, to contend for his enacting any new 


* Mahomet was too cunning not to be fenfible of | 
this: Therefore he got rid of ali danger from their 
authorities, by making it believed that the penta- 
teuch, pfalms, and go/pels were fo altered and cor- 
rupted, that little credit was to be given to them— 
That Gop had promifed to take care of the Koran, 
and to preferve it from any addition or diminution. 
Koran, c. 15+ 
= + So His fore-runner, Fobn the Baptif?, appealed 
to the Old ‘Teftament for the truth of his miffion. 
See Matt. in. 2. Luke ili. 4--0, with John 1. 
22, 23: | 
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law, contrary to the Jaw of nature, and 
of the Old Tefament, is to call in queftion 
His veracity, and to place Him in a rank 
of impofiure even below Mabamet himfelf. 
Mahomet profefied to deftroy the aw und 
the prophets, as they had deftroyed all pre- 
ceding fyfiems : whereas Curist mott fo= 
lemnly declared—that heaven and earth 
could fooner pafs, than one jot or tittle pafs 
Srom the law—Think not, faid He, that I 
am come to deftroy the law or the prophets, 
Lam not come to deftroy, but to fulfil. So 
far from abrogating the Jaw, or rule of 
ἦγε, which had beeh delivered by the 
hand of Mofes,. or fetting up a new law 
in oppofition to it—-He came into the 
world to be fubje& to it in‘ all things, 
and fo to fulfil the whole righteousness of 
it. Matt. il. 15. 70 magnify and make it 
honourable. 11. xlii. 21. even by His. obe- 
dience unto death. Speaking in the Spirit 
of prophecy (Pf. xl, 8.) He. faysLoeJ 
come—in the volume of the book it is written 
of me—T delight to do thy will, O my Gon 
yea, THY LAw 1s within my heart. And 
in His public miniftry, how uniformly 
doth he fpeak the fame thing? How does 
He difclaim the imputation of abrogating 
the law of Gop, and of fetting up any 
new law of His own, in oppofition to it? 
fle whom Gon bath fent, faid He, fpeak- 

eth 
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eth the words of Gon. “fobn iii. 34.—My. 
datrine is not MINE, but His that fent me. 
John vii. τό, 17.—Jf any man will da 
His will, he fhall know of the doctrine, whe- 
ther it be of Gov, or whether 1 peak of 
.אצות‎ John viii. 28.—I do nothing of 
MyYsELF, butas my Father hath taught me 
1 fpeak thefe things. John xu. 49, so.—L 
have not fpoken of MYSELF, but the F ather 
which fent me, He gave me a command 
ment what I fhould fay, and what 1 foould 
fpeak. My meat ts to do the will of Him 
that fent Me, and to finifp His work. John 
iv. 34.--This is not the language of one 
who came to abrogate Gop’s Jaw, as de- 
hivered by Mo/es, and to fet up a mew law 
of His own, contrary to the rule of hfe 
revealed in the Old Teftament, but of 
one who came to fulfil the righteoufnefs 
of the law, every precept of which He 
revered, whofe every commandment He 
perfectly obeyed. | 

Let the reader turn to his 2 and 
= coniider what is faid of the law of Gop— 
PL. xix. 7,'8, 9,19, 11, and throughout 
the whole long 119th p/a/m, and furely 
he muft fay, that the idea of a more ex- 
cellent law, or, rule of life, than 1s therein 
fet forth, is as replete with folly, as it 15 
with Jdlafphemy. The fame teftimony 
which the Old Teftament bears to the 
ὰ 2 a Ἂς perfection 
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perfection of the divine law, is alfo borne 
in the New Teftament. When Curist 
delivers that fummary of it, Mark xii. 
3°, 31, under the two heads of the dove 
of Gon with all the heart—and the love 
of our neighbour as of ourfelves—He fays— 
There is NONE OTHER commandment greater 
than thefe. So Paul, (Rom. vii. 12.) The 
law is holy, and the commandment holy— 
jufi—and good. And again (ver. 14.) The 
law τῷ fpiritual.—Enter not into judgment 
with thy fervant, O Lord, faith the 
Pfalmift, for in thy Sight fhall no man liv- 
ing be juftified. Pf. cxliii. 2.—For by the 
deeds of the law there fhall be no flefh jufti~ 
fied in bis fight, faith the apofile, Rom. 
i, 20. And again, Rom. ili. 19. What- 
foever things the law faith, it faith to them, 
that are under the law, that every mouth may 
be fropped, and all the world become guilty 
before Gop. After all this, to talk of 
** a more excellent law—a more pure 
** and perfed rule of life,” goes beyond 
jolly, it borders upon madnefs. 

But as madne/s 1s ufually allowed to be 
fo far confiftent with itfelf, as to argue 
right, though from wrong principles, we 
)טב‎ obferve that this {cheme of abrogat- 
ing the 0/7 Jaw, and of introducing a new 
one, was a neceflary and confiftent part 
of the Socinian plan—to fuffer a 7 

| 6 
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life to remain, which, from its purity 

and bolinefi, concluded all men under jin, 

and condemnation, {fo that no frefe could be 

juftified by it—and, at the fame time, to 
‘deny the  neceflity of a vicarious fatisfac- 
tion and atonement (which is the very mar- 
row of the Socinian herefy)—was to render 

the falvation of man impoffible.  Socinus, 

therefore, to eftablith a confiftent plan, 

abrogates the divine Jaw-as delivered by 

Mofes, by which man cannot be faved, 

and introduces a new Jaw (called the aw 
of CuristT) by which he might be faved. 

This made way for the τε of the So- 
_cinian fcheme, fo that the divinity of 
Curist’s perfon—His vicarious obedience 

—- fufferings — atonement — and fatisfaction 

—being rendered unneceflary, were all 

ftruck out of the Socinian gofpel. ‘Thus 

the pride of fallen man’s reafon, or ra- 

ther the reafonings of his pride, are 

made to triumph over the wifdom of 

Gop. But as in all wickednefs there 

is folly, fo in this; for if no man could 

be juftified by a law Lefs excellent, pure, 

and perfect, how could he be faved by 

one that is more fo? This has been 

feen by the Socinians ; therefore ——/incerity 

is their gofpel obedience, and if they 

fail here (as fail they muft) a fcere de- 

fire to obey will ferve the turn. — Thus 
ends the Sscinian, with the Mabometan, 

in 
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in the deftrution both of the Jaw and the 
gofpel: and Curist, like Mahomet, is to 
annihilate Mo/es and the prophets / 

If we attend to our Saviour’s preach- 
ing, and efpecially to that heavenly dif- 
courfe delivered from the Mount, we 
fhall find Him a moft zealous advocate for 
the law of Gop, as delivered by Mofes. 
We fhall find Him ftripping it of the 
falfe gloffes, by which the Jewith raddies 
had obfcured or perverted its meaning, and 
‘reftoring it to that purity and {pirituality by 
which it reacheth even to the thoughts and 
intents of the heart. For inftance, when 
116 is about to enter upon a faithful expo- 
fition of the moral law, left his hearers 
fhould imagine, that what he was about 
to fay, was contrary to the law of the Old 
Teftament, being fo different from the 
teaching of the Scribes and Pharifees, He 
prefaces his difcourfe with thofe remark- 
able words—Matt.v.17—20. Think not that 
+ am come to deftroy the law or the prophets, 
1 am not come to deftroy, but to fulfil; for 
verily I fay unto you, till heaven and earth 
pas away, one jot or one tittle fhall not pafs 
Jrom the law, til all be fulfilled: So far 
from abrogating the o/d rule of life delivered 
from Gop by Mofes, no one fingle -par¢ of 
it, not a fentence—a. word—a letter—a bit 
of a letter, was to be deftroyed.’ Whofsever, 
sberefore, fhall break one of thefe leaft com- 
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mandments, and {hall teach men fo, he 
feall be called the leaft in the kingdom of hea- 
ven ; but whofoever /hall do and teach them, 
the fame fhall be called great in the kingdom 
of heaven. What commandments were thefe? 
The fequel fhews that they were the com- 
mandments of the moral law, or rule of 
life, delivered from Gop by Mofes. For 
except your righteoufnefs (or conformity to 
thofe commandments, which ought to be 
 gnternal and fpiritual) exceed the righteouf~ 

nefs of the Scribes and Pharifees (which was 
merely outward and formal) ye foal in no 
cafe enter into the kingdom of heaven. He 
then enters upon an expofition of the fixzh 
commandment, which He vindicates from 
the bare, outward, literal conftru@ion, 
received by old tradition, and taught by the 
Scribes and Pharifees—Ye have heard that it 
was fad by them of old time, Thou fhalt not 
Rill, and whofoever thall kill, fhall be -in 
danger of the judgment—but I fay unto you, 
that whofoever ts angry with bis brother 
without a caufe, foall be in danger of the 
judgment: and .whofoever fhall fay to bis 
brother, Raca,’ fhall be in danger of the 
council: but whofoever fhall fay—Thou fool 
—Shall be ia danger of hell-fire-—This— 
“L fay unto you’—does not imply that 
CuRIsT meant to abrogate 60200 Jew 
againtt murder, and to fet up ἃ new Jaw of 


His own inftead thereof—but to fhew the 


people, 


πὰς ὦ 


people, that what they had been taught 
by the Scribes and Pharifees, after the tra- 
dition of the elders, namely, to look upon 
the fxth commandment as reaching only 
to the outward act of murder, was falfe, 
for that, in the /piritual view and intend- 
‘ment of that Jaw, it forbad every temper 
which refembled it, or could lead to it; 
fuch as violent, caufelefs, unprovoked an- 
ger, or any malicious inclination of the 
heart, breaking forth and fhewing itfelf in 
opprobrious and injurious language; thefe 
are as contrary to the daw of the fecond table, 
—Thou fhalt love thy neighbour as thyfelf—in 
their nature and tendency, as murder it- 
felf. So1 Johniil. 15. He that hateth bis 
brother is a murderer, and ye know that no 

murderer hath eternal hfe abiding in him. 
Curist then proceeds to explain the 
jeventh commandment. Ye save heard that 
it was faid by them of old time, Thou fhalt 
not commit adultery. But I fay unto you, 
that, whofoever looketh upon a woman to 
Luft after her, bath already committed adul- 
tery with her in his heart. This— + but 
“© T fay unto you’—does not imply that 
CHRIST meant to repeal the /eventh com- 
mandment, but to explain it, as he had 
done the xt, and to fhew that it not 
only meant to forbid the act of defling 
another's wife (yuvauua) but even indulging 
in the heart. an evi defire towards her. 
| | Whereas 
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Whereas ‘the Scribes and Pharifees, after 
the ¢radition of the elders, ftuck to the out- 
ward letter, and taught, that nothing but 
the outward att. was a breach of this law. 
What our Lorp faid here was no new 
commandment, but what was implied in 
the tenth commandment—Thou fhalt not 
covet (lutt after) thy neighbour's wife. 80 
Prov. xxiv. 9. The thought of foolifbne/s 15 
in. | 
7 Again. Ye have heard that it has been 
faid by thzm of old time, Thou fhalt not for- 
‘fwear thyfelf, but fhalt perform unto the 
Lorp ‘thine oaths. But I fay unto you, 
Swear not at all, neither by heaven, for it is 
Gon’s throne, nor by the earth, for it is 
His footfteol, &c.—but let your communi- 
cation be yea, yea, and nay, nay ; for what- 
foever is more than thefe cometh of evil. 
Our Lorn, by His—** dut 1 fay unto 
you —doth not enact any new Jaw, but 
explains and reftores the honour of the 
third commandment—Thou fhalt not take 
the name of the Lorp thy Gop in vain. 
This evidently forbids all vain and rafh 
fwearing, and the ufe of Gon’s holy name 
(sw) ἦι vain, to no purpofe, in men’s 
communication with each other, Even 
{wearing by the creatures, 1s an interpre- 
tative breach of this commandment; for, 
as oUR. Lorp fhews, there is no creature 
but hath fome relation to Gop. 


Ye 
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Ye have heard that it hath been fad, An 
eye for an eye, a tooth for a tooth: but I Sy 
unto you, that ye refit not evil, but whofo- 
ever fall finite thee on the right cheek, turn 
to him the other alfo, &c.. This refers to 
Exod. xxi. 24, where the law .of reta/iz- 
tion was enacted, to be adminiftered by the 
Judges of Ifrael in a judicial way, on the 
lawful conviction of offenders: but the 
jews, who were taught to abufe every 
thing, made this a rule of proceeding in 
their own private aéts of revenge upon one 
another. Such a temper and difpofition 
as this was very Sinful to indulge, much 
more 10 to gratify; our Lorp therefore 
checks this, by teaching patience and for- 
bearance, and doing good to, rather than. 
injuring, their enemies. But {till here is 
no new law, the Old Teftament taught 
the fame. Exod. xxiii. 4, 5. Jf thou meet 
thine enemy's afs or bis ox going aftray, thou 
Sralt furely bring it back to him again. If 
thou fee the aft of him that hateth thee lying 
under bis burden, and wouldf forbear to help 
him, thou foalt furely belp with him.—Prov. 
xxiv. 17. Rejoice not when thine enemy 
Salleth, and let not thine heart be glad when 
be flumbleth, left the Lory.fee it and it dif- 
pleafe Him.—Prov. xxv. 21. Uf thine enemy 
hunger, give himbread to eat ; if be be thirfty, 
give him water to drink.—Lev. xix.17, 18. 
Thou fhalt not hate thy brother in thine pee 
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—thou fhalt not avenge, tor bear any grudge 
againft the children of thy people, but thou 
foalt love thy neighbour as thyfelf... Lam 
the Lord. ΑἹ] this 15. but faying what 
Curist fays in other words.—This, doc- 
trine is inforced by example, as 611 8 
taught by precept, in the Old Teftament. 
See 1 Sam. xxiv..17, 18, 1 with Pf, vii.4.. 
But what a bright example have we, of 
rewarding evil with good, in the character 
of Fofeph ? .Gen..xlv. &c. 

> 67/06 to him that afketh thee, and from bins 
that would borrow of thee turn thou not away. 
This is the very language of Deut. xv. 

ὃ, 4 | 4 Ὁ 
Ye have heard that it hath been faid, Thou 
fhalt love thy neighbour and bate thine enemys 
they certainly had heard fuch a dotrine . 
From the Scribes and Pharifees, but it was 
falfe; the law faid, Thou shalt Jove thy 
neighbour, but in no part of it, Thou fhalt 
hate thine enemy—dire&tly the contrary, 
‘Lev. xix. 18. Yet what numbers of peo- 
‘ple are there, that believe it did allow 26- 
tred to enemies, and that the forgivene/s of 
them, and domg them good, was never 
known till Curist preached it! The apo/~ 
tle tells us——Love worketh no ill to bis neigh- 
bour, therefore love is the fulfilling of the law. 
Rom. xui. 10. What Jaw is meant, ap- 
pears ver. 8, 9; not a new law of CHRIST, 
but the οὐ /aw delivered from Gop by 
Mofes. 
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Mofes. As there is but one lawgiver (James 
iv. 12.) fo there is but one law*. 

More inftances of the truth above con- 
tended for might be adduced, but I will 
refer the reader to but one more on this 
part of the fubjeét, wherein, if Curis 
could ever have had the leaft intention of 
abrogating the o/d rule of hfe, given from 
Gop by 00/25 and fetting up a mew one 
of his own, he had a fair opportunity of 
declaring it.-—Matt. xix. 16. One came 
unto him, and faid, Good mafter, what good 
thing fhall I do, that I may have eternal 
life? He faid unto bim, If thou wilt enter 
into life, keep the commandments. He faith 
unto Him, Which? Jesus faid, Thou shalt 
do no murder—thou fhalt not commit adultery 
—thou fhalt not fteal—thou fhalt not bear falfe 
witnefs—honour thy father and thy mother—_ 
and—thou [halt love thy neighbour as thyfelf. 
The young man faith unto Him, All thefe things 
have I kept from my youth up: what lack I 
yet ὃ Jesus faid unto him, If thou wilt be 
perfedt, fell that thou ῥα, and give to the 


poor, and thou foalt have treafure im bea- 


* Nothing can be clearer upon this point, than our 
Saviour’s fummary of all He had been faying on the 
fubject of relative duties, throughout the whole of 
His divine difcourfe. Therefore, all things whatfoever — 
ye would that men foould do to you, do ye even fp to 
them, for—THIS 15 THE LAW AND THE PRO- 


PHETS. 
ἘΝ Ver; 
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wen; and come and follow me. The ule 
which I would make of this {cripture, is 
to fhew that every 6060877 requifite for 
entering into life, as far as the fecond table 
of the law is concerned, is here fet down 
—but we find not a fyllable of any new 
law, or one jot or tittle fubtracted from 
the 0/0. The 0/0 /aw is repeated word for 
word, and f{ummed up in its {piritual fenfe 
and import in the laft fentence, which oc- 
curs in the Old Teftament in juft the 
fame words. See Lev. xix. 18. Thou fhalt 
love thy neighbour as thyfelf-—The proof 
which our Lorp required of this man’s 
facerity, that of gzving to the poor, was as 
much a duty under the Old Teftament as 
under the mew. See Deut. xv. 7—11, and 
Pf. xli.1. The following Curist was fo 
far from being a mew /aw, that it was the 
only way to heaven which Gop ever re- 
vealed fince the fall of man. Comp. Deut. 
0111. 15, with Adts iii. 22, 23, 24, and 
Matt. xvii. 5 | 

- Butit hath been urged, that Curist 
declared Himfelf to introduce a new Jaw, 
‘fobn xiil. 34. where He faith, 4 xew com- 
mandment give I unto you. The context runs 
thus: 4 new commandment give I unto you, 
that ye love one another; as I have loved you, 
that ye alfo love one another. —By this fhall 
all men know that ye are my difciples, if ye 
have love one to another. It furely cannot 
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be meant, that, by the term * new com- 
** mandment,’ we are to underftand the 
“Introduction of fome law totally new in it- 
Sef, without evident inconfiftency, and ab- 
101016 contradiéttion : for our Lorp fays, 
Matt. xxii. 39, 40. To Jove our neighbour as 
ourfelves, is one of the two great command- 
ments, on which hang ALL THE LAW AND 
‘THE PRopHETS. And St. Ὑοῤη {peaks of 
our loving one another, as an old commandment 
which we had from the beginning. Comp. 
ι fobn ii..7, with 2 Yobn ν. St. Paul 
faith, Rom. xiii. 8.. Owe no man any thing, 
but to love one another—he that loveth ano- 
ther fulfilleth the law. For this—thou fhalt. 
not commit adultery—thou fhalt not kill 
thou fhalt not bear falfe witnefi—thou Shalt 
not covet—and if there be any OTHER COM- 
MANDMENT, if 1s briefly comprehended 
in this faying—Thou fhalt love thy neigh- 
bour as thyfelf. Love worketh no ill to bis 
neighbour, therefore LovE 18 THE FULFIL- 
LING OF THE LAW. Comp. 2 John 5, 6. ἡ 
Demonftration cannot be clearer, if thefe 
patiages be duly confidered, that Curist 
could ‘not. mean, by a mew commandment, 
one that had never before exifted, but to 
eftablith the οὐ commandment among 8 
difciples, not only on the footing of its ge- 
neral obligation as they were men, but alfo 
on. that /pecial confideration of their rela- 
tion to Him, and to one another as His 

difciples, 
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difciples, fo as, if need were, to day down 
their lives for each other. The inforcing this 
by a new example—on new obligations, on 
new motives—is the meaning of CuRIST's 
calling the Jaw of brotherly love a new com~= 
mandment. So his difciple ‘Soba, (τ fobn 
iii. 14.) We know that we have paffed from 
death unto life, becaufe we love the brethren; 
and ver. 16. Hereby perceive we the /ve 
of Gon, becaufe He laid down His life for 
us, and we ought to lay down our lives for 
> the brethren. Something like this intenfe 
affection we read of in the Old Teftament. 
From what other motive could Mofes 
fpeak, when he faid, on the behalf of his 
offending brethren (Exod. xxxil. 32.) Οὐ 
this people have finned a great fin, and have 
made them gods of gold! (ver. 31.) yet now, 
if Thou wilt, forgive their fin, and if not, 
BLOT ME, I pray thee, out of thy book 
which thou haft written. See alfo 2 Sam. 
| «xxiv. 17, where David pleads with Gop 
for the people, when he faw the angel that 
finote them, and faid—I have finned, I have 
done wickedly; but thefe fheep, what have 
they done? let thine hand, I pray thee, be 
againft me, and againfi my father’s houfe. 
How were both thefe great men eminent 
> types of the good Shepherd, who laid down 
His life for the fheep! John x. 11. Here 
we may alfo obferve the amiable and af- 
fectionate conduct of Abigail, when, on 
| 2 2 the 
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the behalf of her churlith hufband Neda/, 
fhe ventured forth to meet the angry Da- 
vid and his men, 1 Sam. xxv. 18, 22, 23, 
taking δὲς fault upon berfelf. Upon me, 
faid fhe, my lord, let this iniquity be, and 
let thine hand-maid, I pray thee, Speak tn 
thine audience, and hear the words of thine 
hand-maid: then follows, to ver. 32. one 
of the moft zobk, though /mple inftances 
of the perfection and perfuafivenefs of 610- 
quence that we meet with, even in the 
facred writings: one would almoft think 
that Virgil had this tranfaction and that of 
David's in his view, when he wrote the 
{peech of Nifus to the Rutulians, on the 
behalf of. Euryalus, as much as that he 
had the prophecy of J/aiah before him, 


when he wrote his 10/00. | 


Me, Me, adfum qui fect, in Me convertite ferrum; 
O Rutuli, mea fraus omnis; nihil ifte nec aufus 
Nec potuit—Calum hoc & confcia Sydera teftor. 


So in the friendfhip between David and 
“‘fonathan—1 Sam. xviii. 1.— where it is 
faid—the foul of “fonathan was knit with 
the foul of David, and “fonathan loved him 
as his own foul: and ver. 3.—then “fonathan 
and David made a covenant, because he 
loved him as bis own foul. And we actually 
find Yonathan interpofing with Sau/ on 


the behalf of David, even at the ri/que of 
| bis 
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his own life. 1 Sam. XX. 325 33- So Da- 
vid’s affection to Abfalon—would to Gop 
I had died for thee, my fon! 2 Sam. א‎ 
33. And, to the fhame of us Chriftians be 
it fpoken, this heroic and difinterefted 
friend{hip is even to be found among the 
Heathen (in notion at leaft) witnefs the 
fine and beautiful ftory of Nyfus and Bu- 
ryalus. Virg. Abn. 1x. 1. 427, &c. Even 
Epicurus could fay, * that a wife man 
will fometimes die for his friend.” See 
Leland, vol. 2. p. 96. * | 

« But we meet with the very -א6‎ 
>> preflion—the law of Curist, Gal. 
“© vi, 2.—Bear ye one another's burdens, 
>> and fo fulfil the law of CHRIST. — 
By bearing one another's burdens (a meta- 
phor taken from eafing another by car- 
rying a burden for him, or affifting him 
in carrying it) I fhould apprehend that 
we are to underftand, what the Apoftle eX~ 
prefles—Rom. xil. 1 5.—by weeping with 
them that weep 3 1. > 10 to be affected with 
their forrows, as even to make them our 
own, and to be as affiduous in their remo- 
val, or alleviation, as we {fhould be were 
they our own*. But is this a ששל‎ law of 
‘CHRIST, in oppofition to, inconfiftent 
with, or differing from, the law of the 


* ‘This fympathetic tendernefs is finely touched by 


the Apsfile, 1 Cor. xii. 255 26. 
Z 3 Old 
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Old Teftament ? Rather, doth not this 
fall under—thou fhalt love thy neighbour as 
thyfelf ? This was to be obferved under 
the Old Teftament, as well as under the 
New; we find this exemplified in thofe fa- 
miliar inftances put Deut. xxii. 1—4. 
Nor was this to be confined to friends only, 
but to be extended to enemies. Exod. xxiii. 
4, 5. Though the /etter of thefe laws 
expreffed only things comparatively tri- 
vial, yet, doubtlefs, the fpirit of them ex- 
tended to matters of more ferious confe- 
quence, and were rules for their conduct 
towards each other in whatever calamities 
they or theirs might be involved: a very 
ftriking inftance of this appears (Pf. 
XXXV. 12, 13, 14.) in the behaviour David 
obferved with refpect to fome of his un- 
grateful enemies —they rewarded me evil 
jor good, to the fpotling of my foul שכול)‎ 
to the depriving it of comfort.) But as for 
‘me, when they were fick (or affiicted, as 
הלת‎ alfo fignifies) my clothing was fack- 
cloth—I humbled my foul with fafting—I 
behaved myfelf as though he had been my 
friend or brother—I bowed down heauily as 
one that mourneth for his mother. | 
However, by the * daw of ה‎ 

take‏ י 


* Thofe phrafes —the law of Curist—the Chri/- 
tian law—the law of the gofpel—the morality of the 


gofpel—the Jaw of the New Teftament—as they are 
commonly 
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take fomething more to be meant than 8 
to the adétrine which He taught in con- 
formity to the Jaw of love. 1 do fuppofe 
that here is a reference to the example He 


0 ,\ 


commonly ufed and underftood, have oreatly con- 
founded the ideas of mankind with regard to true and 
genuine Chriffianity, and have added no little ftrength 
to the caufe of Socinianifm. אה‎ 

All this arifes from a want of duly confidering and 
underftanding the nature, ufe, and properties of the 
divine law, as well as the place it holds in the ceco- 
nomy of the covenant of redemption. 

Its nature.— Spiritual—holy —ju/?—and good—there- 
fore can never fave, but be the miniftration of death 
and condemnation to us as tranfgreffors and guilty 
creatures. So that which was ordained unto life to the 
innocent, muft be found to be unto death to the guilty. 
See Rom. vii. 10,12, 14. 2 Cor. il. 79 9- 

Its ufe.—To convince of fin—and thus to lead the 
finner to the atonement, fatisfaction, righteoufnefs, 
and death of Curist, for pardon, juftification, ac- 
ceptance, and life eternal. See Rom. vil. 7, 8,95 10 
Gal. ii. 19, &c.; iil. 19, &c. 

Its properties. —Being written in the heart, and put 
into the mind, it becomes a rule of life to the believer, 
an holy direéfory to fhew him how he ought zo walk 
and to pleafe Gop ; and, in the fight of the purity, 
perfection, and holine{s of the divine law, to live under 
conftant felf-abafement, and deep humility, looking for 
the mercy of our כ ת1,0‎ Jesus Curist unto eternal life. 
See Jer. xxxi. 33, 34. Eph. ii. 10. “Vit. i. 17, 12,13. 
Jude 21. Phil. Π]. g. 

Thofe who live under a praétical view of thefe 
things, are not only almoff, but altogether Chriftians, 
and can no more think of a mew Jaw, than of a mew 
gofpel. Having drank of the old wine of divine truth, 
they defire not the new wine of human error (Luke 
vs 20.) for they fay the old is better. | 
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fet—to the principle of ation (for fo yopos 
fometimes is to be underftood—fee Rom. 
vil. 21.) which led Him to bear our bur- 
den of guilt and punifhment, when He bim- 
Self bare our fins in His own body on the tree, 
τ Pet. ii. 24. according to the prophecy 
that went before, If. lit. 4. Surely He hath 
borne our griefs, and carried our forrows. 
fe fuffered, leaving us an example, that we 
fhould follow His fleps; and in particular, 
by obferving the fame rule or principle of 
action towards each other as He did to- 
wards us, in bearing, alleviating, remov- 
ing each other’s burdens of affliction and 
forrow, by every means in our power. 
The vcouee—law—or rule—which Curist 
acted by towards us, is propofed to our 
imitation, with refpect to the forgrvene/s of 
injuries, (Co/. 111. 13.) Forbearing one ano- 
ther, and forgiving one another, if any man 
have a quarrel againft any ; even as CHRIST 
forgave you, fo alfo do ye. So that when a 
man forgives an injury upon this princi- 
ple, he may be faid to fulfl tae law of 
CuRisT in this refpect, by acting agree- 
ably to the ra/e—law—or principle of 
Curist towards His redeemed people. 
But what is there in all this inconfiftent 
with the Old Teftament, or that is not 
exactly conformable to it? CurisT did 
nothing for us but what the Old Teftament 
exactly foretold, 4s xxvi. 22, 23. 1 he 

Apofile, 
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Apofile, in this paffage of Gal. Vi. 2. fays 
only, in other words, what is faid, 1 "fob 
iv. 11. Beloved, if Gon fo loved us, we 
ought alfo to love one another. So ouR 
Lorn, Fobn xiii. 34. That ye love one ano- 
ther, as I have loved you. As it is written, 
If. Ixiii. 8, 9. He was their Saviour; im 
all their affiction He was 0/0/00. How 
then ought C4riftians to obferve this rule 
towards each other! How ought they 0 
weep with them that weep—as well as rejoice 
with them that do rejoice!—Who is weak, 
and I am not weak ?—f{aith Pau/, 2 Cor. 
xi. 29. Who is offended, and I burn not ? 
Did Curist bear our burden—was this 
the voucs—the principle of action — the 
rule—the /Jaw—which governed Him in 
all He did and fuffered for us? then let us 
Julfl this law towards each other, by in- 
terefting ourfelves in each other’s welfare 
and profperity ; fo as, by our confolation, 
advice, and every other means in our 
power, to comfort thofe that mourn—raife 
up them that are caft down—bind up the 
broken-hearted—and, in the fpirit of meek~ 
nefs, reftore thofe that are * fallen. ‘Thus 


* This is the more immediate fenfe of the Apoffle, 
Gal. vi. 2. as appears by the context; but yet I have 
given a larger fenfe to the words, as doubtlefs con- 
taining arule for the conduct of Chriffians to each 
other under all their burdens, from whatever caufe 


they may be derived, 
7 


[ 346 ] 


foall we bear each other's burdens, and fo 
ΜΟΙ the law of Curist. See If. Ixi. 
1, 2. 3- | | 

_ 1 have obferved above (p. 327) that the 
idea of CurisT’s fetting up a new Jaw in 
oppofition to the law of the Old Tefta- 
ment, as more pure * and holy, is equally 
replete with folly and 2/0/2200. This is 
true; for it not only carries us into the 
fundamental principle on which Mahomet 
founded his Koran, and into the very jk 
of Socintanifm—but it fets forth Curist 
as finding fault with the law of Gop as 
delivered by Mofes, and oppofing Himfelf 
to it. This runs us, though we perceive 
it not, very near the borders of that mon- 
fter of 200, CeRINTHUSs, and his follow- 
ers, againft whom 62. Yobn is fuppofed to 
have written the beginning of his gofpel. 
They taught, that—‘* the Creator of this 
*> world, who was alfo the fovereign and 
>> lawgiver of the Yewi/h people, was a 
*> Being endowed with the greateft vir- 
ἐς tues, and derived his birth from the 
> fupreme Gop: That this Being fell by 


““ degrees from His native virtue and pri- 


* >> At Curisti lex, ut res alias, ita & hanc 
>> conjugii inter Chriftianos ad perfectiorem redegit 
*> normam.’’—‘* But the law of Curist reduced, as 
>> it did other things, this Jaw of marriage to a more 
ἐς perfe&t rule among Chriftians.” Grot. de Jure, 


lib. 1. 6 5. § 2 
>> mitive 
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mitivedignity : That-the fupreme Gop, 
in confequence of this, determined to 
deftroy His empire, and fent upon earth, 
for this purpofe, one of the ever-happy 


and. glorious Afons, whofe name was 


Curist; that this Curist chofe for 
His habitation the perfon of Jrsus, a 
man of the moft illuftrious fanctity and 
juftice, the fon of ‘fofeph and Mary, 
and, defcending in the form of a dove, 
entered into Him, while He was re- 
ceiving the baptifm of ‘fohn in the wa- 
ters of ‘Yordan: That Jesus, after His 
union with CHRIST, opPposED Him- 
SELF WITH VIGOUR TO THE GoD oF 
THE JEws, and was, by His inftiga- 


> tion, 161266 and crucified by the Hebrew 


chiefs.—Cermzhus required of his fol- 
lowers, that they fhould ABANDON THE 
LAWGIVER OF THE JEWs, whom he 
looked upon as the creator of the world; 
that they fhould retain a part of the law 
given by Mofes, but fhould neverthelefs 
employ their principal attention and 
care to REGULATE THEIR LIVES BY 
THE PRECEPTS oF Curist.” Moth. 


vol. i. p. 69. Which faid precepts are 
fuppofed to be the precepts of one who op- 
29/66 himfelf with vigour to the Gop of the 
Jewih people, and whofe difciples were 


to abandon the lawgiver of the Fews, tho’ 


they 
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they were to admit him to be the Creator 
of the world! 

Here then, reader, I have lifted up the 
hive, and out has flown the fwarm, not a 
fwarm of ufeful and induftrious dees, but 
a fwarm ערב)‎ a mixture) like that in 
Higypt, Exod. 111. 24. which was griev- 
ous, and corrupted the land. Here is to be 
feen thofe peftilential infects from whence 
{prung Arianifin—Socinianifn— Mahometifin 
— Antinomianifm— Neonomianifm, and all the 
ifins which have plagued, harraffed, and 
diftrefled, divided, and difgraced the 
church ever fince. 

Such is the pi€ture of the Cerinthians. 
Surely we cannot furvey it attentively, 
without recognizing a fimilitude of fome 
of the features, at leaft fomething which 
may be called a ftrong family lkene/s to 
the idea οὗ ““ polygamy’s being allowed 
> by the law of nature and of the Old 
>> Teffament (that is by the Gop of the 
>> ¥ews) but forbidden by the law of 
ἐς CurisT,” which is contrary to both. 

If it be poffible to produce a fingle aw 
of CurisT, which oppotes the law of 
the Old Teftament, all his claim to the 
character of the Me/fiah is at an end; for 
the Mefiah was to be made of a woman made 
under the law. Gal. iv. 4.—/fubjed to its 
every precept, obedient to its every command 
and doubtlefs therefore to that folemn 

command, 
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command, which, for the greater folem- 
nity, is repeated twice over—Ye fhall not 
app fo the word which I command you, nei- 
ther fhall ye DIMINISH aught from it. Deut. 
iv. 2. Xi. 22. How could the BLEssep 
Jesus be faid to fulfl all righteoufnefs, by 
a perfect conformity to al things which 
are written in the book of the law to do them 
—how fay, as He doth by the Pfalmift, 
Pf. xl. 8. Lo 1 come to do thy will—not 
mine own.—John vi. 38. 17] am content to do 
it—thy law is within my heart—if he either 
ADDED to the rule of hfe given from God 
by Mofes, or DIMINISHED from it? How 
= could he be faid to obferve the law in ALL 
THINGS—how give that holy challenge to 
the Fews, John viii. 46. Which of you con- 
vinceth me of fin ?—if he abrogated the Aw, 
the ru/e given as touching the 220701 
of men, in any one inftance, and fet up a 
law of 47s own in oppofition to it ? | 
The fale Curist of Cerinthus and of 
the Socinian, and the true CHRIST of Gop, 
are difcernable by this eflential differ- 
ence—The firft 0020/20 bimfelf with vigour 
to the Gop of the “fews—required that his 
difciples thould abandon the law given by 
Mofes, and regulate themfelves by fome new 
precepts of bis own.—The Holy Curist of 
Gop declared—that not a jot or tittle was 
to pafs from the law—that He came not to 
deftroy, but to fulfil it—His whole teaching, 
pracitce, 


a 
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practice, and example, magnified the law, and 
made it honourable. ‘Therefore He exaétly 
anfwered to the character given of Him in 
the Old Teftament. He finifhed the tran/zre/~ 
fron—made an end of fins—made reconcilation 
Jor imgquity—and brought in (by his finlefs, 
perfect, and meritorious obedience) an ever~ 
lafiing righteoufne/s, for the juftification and 

falvation of his people to 2/7 eternity. 
>> But what fhall we fay of the ordinan- 
““ ces of Bapti/m and the Lord's Supper, are 
““ not thefe CuRIst’s own in/titutions, efta- 
““ blifhed by his own authority ?”—To this 
T anfwer—that thefe ¢qwo /acraments were to 
fucceed circumcifion and the paffover, which | 
were the two _facramental ordinances of the 
Mofaic difpenfation, the whole of which was 
to ceafe and vanifh away on the coming of 

the 2/0700. ἊΣ ᾿ | 
Another 27/07 was to arife, not after the 
order of Aaron, but after the order 01 Me/- 
chizedeck, (Pf. cx. iv.) and this, accord- 
ing to the prophecies which went before. 
Now, as the excellent Bz/hop Hall obtferves, 
“© fome actions are prophecies,” and he in- 
{tances in the hiftory of the drazen ferpent 
the truth of his pofition; he might have 
inftanced in many more: and among the 
reft; in the hiftory of Melchizedeck, of 
whom it is faid, that he was a prieft of 
the mot high Gov, who met Abraham re- 
turning from the flaughter of the kings, and 
bleffed 
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bleffed him. Heb. vii. τ. In Gen. xiv. 18. 

it is faid—And Melchizedeck, king of Salem, 

brought forth bread and wine, and 4 

Abraham. ver. 19. In this prophetical 

action is exhibited a type of CurisT, the 

pricf after the order of Melchizedeck )6 
Pf. cx. 4.) exhibiting, under the facra- 

mental dread and wine, his body broken, 

and bis blood fhed, for the life of the world. 

So that after the fimilitude of Melchizedeck 

there arifeth another prief. Now all this 
was foretold, becaufe ordained to happen 

in the fulnefs of time; therefore the in- 

flituting the receiving of bread_and wine, 
in remembranceof the facrifice of CurisT, 

“as emblems of his body and blood, was no 
new law of CurisT, but as really fore- 

told in the Old Teftament, as was the {a- 

crifice and death of CurisT upon the 

crofs. CuHrRist our paffover being facrificed 

Jor us (1 Cor. 5..7.) there was an end of 
the typical ordinance of the 00/2001 lamb. 

And the prief after the fimilitude of Mel- 

chizedeck was to blefs the children of Abra~ 

ham (Gal. ili. 7.) by exhibiting δὲ body 

and blood to their faith, under the emblems of 

bread and wine, as Melchizedeck (whom fome 

learned men fuppofe to be Curist Him- 

felf appearing to Abraham in an human - 

form, as he often did under the Old Tef- 

tament, in token of his future incarnation) 

16066 the father of all the Jaithful, by ex- 

9 hibiting 
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hibiting to his faith the future great facri- 
fice under thofe emblems which were to be 
the appointed figures to reprefent it under 
the gofpel difpenfation. Thus, (as the 
Apofile {peaks, Heb. vii. 12.) as the prieff- 
2000 was to be changed, there mutt be of ne- 
ceffity alfo a change* of the law. But all 
this was preordained and foretold ages 26- 
fore it happened, and therefore is not to 
be looked upon as a were law of the New 
Teftament, but muft bear equal date, in. 
the intentions and defigns of Gop, with 
the plan of redemption itfelf. 

So with regard to the ordinance of Bap- 
tif, this was exhibited under the figure 
or type of 10000 5 ark, wherein few, that 
zs eight fouls, were faved by water—the like 
figure whereunto ((Q’Avtitum—the anti- 
type to which) even 0077/02 doth now fave 
us, not the putting away the filth of the = 
fiefe, but the anfwer of a good confcience to- = 
wards Gon, by the refurrection of Jesus = 
CuristT. 1 Pet. ili. 20, 21. As the dread 
and wine reprefent the body and blood of 
Curist in the Lorp’s Supper, fo the 
water in bapti/m reprefents the cleanfing 
of the Holy Spirit, and all exhibit to our 
faith, touching what is 20/0, what the fa- 


* Tt appears from the whole context, that the moral 
Jaw is not here meant, but the typical or ceremonial 
law of facrifices, which were ali to be done away on 
the facrifice of the death of. CHRIST. | 
craments 
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ckaments of the paffover and circumcifion 
reprefented to the faith of thé Old-Tefta- 
ment /aints, touching what was then to 
come; but all meet in one grand central 
point—Curist, the end of tke law for 
righteoufnefs to every one that believeth, 
Rom. x. 4. Therefore the /acraments of 
the Lorp’s Supper and daptifm, are not 
new ordinances *, in any other fenfe, than 
as appointed of Gop to attend on the dif- 
penfation of the go/pel of His grace, under 
the New Teftament, when thofe facraments 
were abolifhed which were to attend a 
different difpenfation of the fame gofpel 
under the O/d Teffament. All argue one 
uniform, confiftent defign in the bleffed 
Gop, carried on in different manifefta- 
tions of it, under the Patriarchal— Mofat- 
cal— Prophetical, and Evangelical ages; 
but fubject to no controul, oppofition; or 
variation as to the matter of any fingle 
part or atom of it. The further we fol- 
low the notion of Curist’s being the 
giver of a new law, in oppofition to the 
law of the Old Teftament, the more mutt 
we fee it pregnant with confequences of 
the moft alarming and dreadful kind—be- 
caufe, this being the cafe, we are without 
a Redeemer, and of courfe without any 


* Sce the outward vifible fign and the inward and 
piritual grace, in the facrament of bapti/m, beauti- 
fully fet forth, 10 xliv. 3. Ezek, xxxvi. 25, 26, 27- 
with John iii. 5- 

Vou. 1, Aa regemption 3 


| ] 354 J 
redemption ; for we are told, that Curis 
died for the redemption of the tranfrreffions 
that were under the FiRsT TESTAMENT,. 
Heb. ix. 15. by which first ΤΈΘΤΑ- 
MENT we muft underftand the law of 
God delivered by Mofes; but I can find no 
trace of any fatisfaction. for fins commit- 
ted againft any new Jaw of Curist: we 
muft look to ourfelves for any tran[zre/- 
fions againft this: and if fo—no. flelh can be 
faved. Therefore fome of the o/d heretics, 
who were maintainers of this new-lew. 
{cheme, were perfectly confiftent, in de- 
claring, that ‘* no fin after baptifin could 
be forgiven’ —againft which 86 
error, the 16th 2/7/02 of the Church of 
England is very {cripturally and properly 
levelled. — But again— this notion of 
Curist’s abrogating the 0/0 rule of 772, 
and enacting ἃ new one in its place, as 
it turns us over to feek our falvation by a 
new plan of obedience, or perfonal righte~ 
oufnefs of our own, makes void bath Tef- 
taments. It annihilates the aw which was 
given by Mofes, it of courfe deftroys the 
grace and truth which came by Jesus 
Cirist. John 1. 17. If we are not 
bound by the old moral law, we have no 
occafion to feek redemption from its curfe, 
and. abfolution from its condemnation.— 
The divinity of Curist—the atonement 
of his precious blood—the imputation of 
His righteoufne/i— His fatisfaction— merit 
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—vicarious fufferings and obedience, toge- 
ther with his zmterceffion at the right hand 
of Gop, and all other appendages belong-. 
ing and effentially neceffary to his prieflly 
ofice, by which alone we can have redemp= 
tion, even the forgivenefs of our fins, may 
bear as {mall a price in our eyes as in the 
eyes of Socinus, Mahomet, or Cerinthus. If 
the o/d Jaw be abrogated as a rule of hfe, 
then have we nothing to do with— Curfed 
as every one that continueth not in all things 
which are written in the book of the law to 
do them. Gal. 111. 10. The /aw is no - 
longer a miniffration of death, 2 Cor. 111. 
7. and condemnation. And, if this be the 
cafe, the whole foundation of the redemp- 
tion that is in CuristT Jesus is fapped 
and deftroyed, and the whole fabric of 
man’s /a/vation, which is built upon it, mult 
fall into one dreadful and horrible ruin ; 
we mutt reverfe Curist’s declaration 
I came not to deftroy the law, but to ful- 
ji it—and fay, that he came not to ful- 
ju but to defiroy zt. Here we mutt join: 
in the madnefs of the Antinomians, and 
deny the od/igation of the law—or in the 
horrid errors of the Socinians, and 16- 
nounce the hope of the gofpel. To men- 
tion all the appendages to this new-law 
{cheme would be endlefs ; fuffice it to fay, 
that they are, in one fhape or other, con- 
nected with every here/y that ever was, or 
can be invented; for all here/y, however 
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coloured or difguifed by the art and fub- 
tlety of men, or, as the Apoftle 1375, Eph. 
iv. 14. by the fleight of men, and cunning 
craftinefs whereby they lie in wait to deceive, 
muft originate in the confounding thofe 
two diftinct propofitions, which are laid 
down in the beginning of Sz. Yobn’s gof- 
pel as above-mentioned—The law was 
given by Mofes—Grace and truth came by 
Jesus 3. 

CHRIST came, neither to fet up a new 
law nor a new gofpel, but (as the Scripture 
had foretold) to bear teftimony to the truth 
of 2018, as revealed by Mo/es and the Pro- 
pbhets.—Thus he told Pilate, John xvili.37. 
—To this end was I born, and for this caufe 
came I into the world, that I fhould bear 
witne/s unto THE TRUTH: every one that is 
of THE TRUTH 2007070 my voice. And in 
that moft affectionate prayer for His diféi- 
ples—John xvii.—He faith, ver. 17. Sanc- 
tify them through THY TRUTH — THY 
WORD IS TRUTH. | 

To conclude this point: —If we com- 
pare {cripture with fcripture in every in- 
ftance, we fhall not find a fingle aw, or 
rule of life, in the New Teftament, which 
has not its foundation in the Qld Tefta- 
ment, and that CuRisT came not as a 
law-giver and a judge, when He appeared 
in the /ikene/s of finful flefh—Rom, Viii. 3. 
but as a /aw-fulfller and a Saviour—I came 
not (faid He, John xii. 47) to judge the 


world, 
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world, but to fave the world. Not to in- 
troduce any new rule of right and wrong, 
which was to change the nature of moral 
good and evil; but for the redemption of the 
tranferefions under the firft tefament, that 
they which are called might receive the pro- 

mife of eternal inheritance. Heb. ixaig τὶ 
-As.a prophet—He opened and explained 
the /aw,.and preached the 20/20. As a 
priefi—He made atonement for the guilty. 
As king—He eftablifhed the moral /aw as 
a rule of life to his /ubjects ; leaving it as 
He found it—a /piritual, holy, righteous, 
perfec? inftitution (Pf. xix. 7.) to which 
nothing could be added, from which no- 
thing could be diminifhed; reaching not 
only to the outward actions of the life, 
but to the ward thoughts, tempers, de- 
fires; and intents of the heart. Were. it 
otherwife, and.the New Teftament can 
be fuppofed to contain fome rule of hfe 
which is not in the Old Teftament, 
Abraham's counfel, which he advifed the 
rich man’s five brethren to follow, was very 
imperfet—They have Moses and the PRo- 
PHETS, /et them hear them—If they hear not 
Moses and the PROPHETS, neither will they 
be perfuaded though one rofe from the dead. 
What good would Mo/es have done them, 
if the rule of life \aid down by him had 
been zncomplete and deficient ?—what bene- 
fit could have accrued to them from liften- 
: Aa 3 ing, 
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ing, though ever fo attentively, to the 
prophets, if thefe had no better news to 
tell them, than that in the reign of Ζκ- 
Sufius Cefar, ἃ man was to come and fet 
up a new law ? Why refer thefe poor fin-- 
ners to the writings of Mofes and the pro- 
phets, if there yet remained fome xew rule 
of faith and obedience, not to be met with 
in their writings ?—Indeed, if this was 
the cafe, it was but to little purpofe for’ 
CuRisT to command the Fews to earch 
the feriptures (Johnv. 39.): they might, in- 
deed, as he fays, think they had eternal life 
in them, but they were fadly miftaken, if 
a new law was to be the condition of it, 
and. the way to it, which was not re- 
vealed and contained in 1100)> 
In vain alfo were they ‘referred to the 
Hebrew fcriptures, as teftifying of him; 
for not a word is there to be found of 
his appearance upon earth as a repealer 
and abrogater of the mora/ law of Mofes, 
and as the enacter and eftablither of a xew 
rule of life in its place. When our BLES= 
SED Saviour faid (Matt. v. 18.) Ti bea- 
ven and earth pafs, one jot or one tittle fhall 
in no wife pafs from the law, &c. He fpake 
in the moft emphatical manner, introduc- 
ing what He faid with an Amen-verily— 
and though the expreffions He ufes have 
been called proverbial, yet no doubt but 
He is to be underftood Azerally. ג‎ 

rew 
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brew 704} (for doubtlefs he א6‎ 61160 him- 
felf in Hebrew) is the {malleft letter in the 
Hebrew alphabet, yet the omiflion of it in 
fome words might wholly alter the fenfe 
of them.—So with regard to the κεραιῶν 
which we render 2/2200, it comes from uéEpass 
an horn (Heb. (קרן‎ and denotes 10] 0 
projections which in Hebrew diftinguith one 
fimilar letter from another—as a2 from a 
ד ג זס--כ‎ froma‘. Many texts might be 
produced, where taking away one of thefe, 
«would make a confiderabie alteration in the 
fenfe. Now can 01218 be fuppofed to 
have been fo watchful-over the 2004 of the 
law, and all things contained therem, as to de- 
clare that not a fingle letter, or the {mallet 
part of a letter, could fuffer the leaft dimi- 
nution, and yet himfelf vacate, alter, 
change, abrogate, and repeal whole and 
entire ftatutes ? And this to promulgate to 
mankind a mew rule of life, more excellent 
than that under which they had formerly 
lived, hereby ftamping a want of excel- 
lence, purity, and bolinefs, as wellas of τοῦς 

dom and perfection, on the Divine Law ? 
The Apoftle fays, Gal. .וג‎ 21. If there 
had been a law given which could have given 
Life, verily righteoufnefs (or that by which 
men could have been juftified) fhould have 
been by the law, but the fcripture hath con- 
cluded (συνεκλεισεν hath fhut up together as 
in a prifon) all under fin. Again, He gives 
Aa 4 us 
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us to underftand, that the juftification of 
man is zmpofible by the law—What the law 
could not do—z) ἀδύνατον τᾷ voxe—impofi- 
bile legis—THE IMPOSSIBLE THING of 
the law ~ Why fo ?—Becaufe the law itfelf 
was imperfect ?—.No—but becaufe it was 
weak through the flefb, Not from any de- 
fect in the law itfelf, but through the im- 
pediment arifing from the corruption of 
the human nature, which has brought us 
under guilt, and rendered us incapable 
fubjects of its abfolving and juftifying fen- 
tence. As it argues a perfection and purity 
of holinefs in Gon himfelf, that He 4 of 
purer eyes than to behold evil, and cannot look 
on iniquity (Hab. i. 13.) fo it argues a 
perfection and purity in the divine law, 
that it cannot ju/tify a finner: and if (ac- 
cording to the zew-/aw fcheme) Curist 
has abrogated this law, and introduced one 
that can, it can only be from a want of 
perfection and purity in the new law, which 
18 not to be found in the 0 law. This 
muft be attended with many certain and 
dreadful confequences ;—amongift which, 
one is— making Curist the minifter of 
fin. Gal. ii. 17.— Another, reprefenting 
Him as defeating the purpofe of his own 
death ; for itis a maxim felf-evidently true, 
that if righteoufnefs (or juftifieation) come 
by the law—by any law whatfoeyer, no mat- 
| 0 ter 
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ter what—CurisT is dead in vain. Gal. 
li. 21. 

The moral law, or rule of life, delivered 
from Gop by Mo/es, is founded’ in the 
very nature of that relation which every 
reafonable creature muft bear to its Crea- 
tor. It is all reducible to two heads, 
which our SAviourR holds forth as 06 
two great commandments of the law. Thou 
halt love the Lorp thy Gov with all thine 
heart, with all thy mind, with all thy foul, 
and with all thy firength; and thy neigh- 
bour as thy felf—is too. perfec a fyjtem of 
morals to admit of the leatt addition or im- 
provement: it is 4 rule of life to angelsas 
well as to men; and a conftant conformity 
to this Aoly law, conftitutes.the happinefs 
of , the angels, principalities, and powers 
(Col. i. 16.) of heaven, Could one of 
thefe ceafe from loving Gop with 2 its 
faculties ; could it feel a fingle wrong tem- 
per, either with refpe& to Gop, or to 
its fellow fpirits, it would /jn—it would 
leave its firft eftate, and, with the other apo/- 
tate [pirits, be caft down to hell, and be re- 
ferved in chains of darknefs unto the judg- 
ment of the great day. 2 Pet. 1. 4. 
“fude 6. | 

It can therefore be no more true, that 
CuRIsT came upon earth to give a new 
Jaw to mortals, than. that He afcended into 
heaven to give a zew law to angels. He 

could 


] 362 [ 

could not do either, without materially 
affecting the very nature of that relation 
which the intelligent and reafonable parts 
of thé creation bear to Gop and each other. - 
As far as the moral law of Gop relates 
to mortals, we muft confider the commerce 
of the fexes, with all its various relations, 
confequences, and dependencies, as a moft 
material obje&t of it: fo material, as to 
form a very confiderable part of the /acred 
code. It naturally ranges itfelf under the 
duties of the /econd table. So the Apoftle, 
Rom. xiii. 9. For this, Thou fhalt not com- 
mit adultery, 600. and if there be any other 
commandment, it 1s briefly comprehended in 
this faying, namely, Thou fhalt love thy neigh- 
bour as thyfelf. Love worketh no ill to his 
neighbour. Now if Curist forbad that. 
which was before allowed, He extended the 
obligation of the divine law beyond what 
the Old Teftament had done; therefore 
muft be faid to add fomething to the /econd 
table of the law. ‘This confequence can- 
not be avoided, if we f{uppofe Him giving 
a fenfe to the word }8%3—adultery—which 
it never had before. He certainly hereby 
extended the feventh commandment as to 
its curfe and punifhment. On the other 
hand, if He had al/owed what the law had 
forbidden under the Old Teftament, .He 
had diminifbed from its curfe and punifh- 
ment, by narrowing its obligation. Ἂν 
this 
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this view He had diminifbed from the law, 
In either cafe, we number Him with the 
tranferefors 1 a mott awful and dreadful 
fenfe; for no pofitive command of the law 
is revealed with more folemnity than Deut. 
iv. 2. and Deut. xii. 32. which forbid, 
abfolutely forbid, doth. 1: is therefore as 
impoffible that Curisr fhould condemn 
polygamy as adultery, as that He fhould al- 
low adultery as lawful commerce ; becaufe 
the firft was adding to the law, which never 
forbad it, the other diminifbing from the 
law, which pofitively forbad adultery with 
another man’s wife. Exod. xx. 14. explain- 
ed Lev. xx. 04. 

To fuppofe that Gop fhould ever re- 
voke, alter, or change thofe moral infit- 
tutes, which were revealed under the Old 
Teftament for the regulation and govern- 
ment of mankind, is to fuppofe fome de- 
fect in the De1Ty, fome want of prefcience 
to forefee mifchiefs which might arife, 
and which were not fufficiently guarded 
againft. This argues an imbecillity or 
weaknefs of underftanding and knowledge, 
like that of human /egi/lators, who make 
laws to remedy evils as they arife before 
them, but cannot 20/[ what a day may bring 
forth; and therefore repeal at one time, 
‘the law which they made at another. 
When we argue for the immutability of 
the law, we argue for the perfecizon of it, 

which 
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which is, in other words, to contend for 

the perfection of Him that made it. 
When Goon created the heavens and the 
earth, He gave them a law which cannot be 
broken; by this law the material univerfe 
is governed, and will be governed to the 
confummation of all things. The leaft 
departure from it, either by addition or 
diminution, would throw the whole into 
diforder, -confufion, and ruin. So with 
re{pect to the moral world, the laws which 
Gop once gave for the regulation and go- 
vernment of this, are equally /ure and /ed- 
faft; and 16 is owing to a departure from 
thefe, that diforder, confufion, and ruin 

are the portion of wretched man. | 
The divine law, as delivered from Gop 
by Mofes, may be compared to a golden 
chain; the feveral fatutes which compofe 
it are the Anks. Now we know, that 
whichever link of a chain be broken, all 
that is fufpended by it muft fall to the 
ground. That the fecurity and protection 
of the weaker fex | see the deceit, vio- 
lence, and cruelty of the fronger, depend 
wholly on the law of Gop, is a truth 
which none, who admit that Gop ever 
gave a law, will difpute. And fhall we 
{uppofe that CurisT came into the world 
to weaken that fecurity, by deftroying fome 
of the Jinks of the chain on which it is 
fufpended? .and this by introducing iter 
AW, 
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Jaw, fo contrary to the law which was given 
by Mofes, that. men, in fome fituations, 
cannot obey the one without traufgrefing the 
other? This is making Curist’s acts like 
the threatening of Refoboam, 1 Kings xii. 
11. Whereas my father did lade you with an 
heavy yoke, I will add to your yoke. My 
father bath chaftized you with whips, but I 
will chaftize you with fcorpions.— But far, far 
be it from us, to impute fuch a proceed- 
ing to Him who came not to defiroy men's 
lives, but to fave them. Luke 1x. 56.— 
That no fuch thing is chargeable upon 
Him, will appear 1011 more plainly, on 
our taking a nearer and more critical view 
of thofe paffages of the go/pels, in which 
CurisT is fuppofed to condemn polygamy 
as adultery. ‘The firft which I fhall take 
notice of, as introductory to the reft, is 
Matt. v. 31, 32. It bath been faid, Whofo- 
ever foall put away bis wife, let him give her 
a writing of divorcement. But I fay unta 
you, that whofoever fhall put away bis wife, — 
faving for the caufe of fornication, caufeth 
her to commit adultery; and whofoever fhall 
marry her that ts divorced, committeth adul- 
tery. Here our Lorp fhews that there is 
but one /awful caufe of divorce in the fight 
of Gop, fo as to fet the hufband entirely 
free from the wife. The fews, on the 
contrary, had been taught by the 7002: 
that a man who wanted to get rid of his 

wife, 
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wife, had nothing to do but to give * her 
a bill of divorcement, and this for any caufe 
whatfoever. But Curist fhews, that fuch 
unjuft divorces had no operation on the 
bond of marriage ; {0 that marrying fuch a 
= divorced woman, was as much an a&t of 
adultery, as if the man had taken her while 
fhe cohabited with her hufband. Curistr 
did not declare this, as if it had been law- 
ful under the Old Teftament, and now 
made unlawful by fome new Jaw of His, 
but on the footing of the primary inftitu- 
tion of marriage from the very beginning, 
as will appear when we farther confider 
the paflage in Matt. xix. on which the 
conceit is founded, that * polygamy is for- . 
«© bidden by the /aw of Curist.” Suffice 
it to obferve at prefent, that in this place 
of Matt. v. 31, 32. nothing is faid about 
polygamy, or a man’s having two wives. 

Our Lorp fays—caufeth her to commit 
adultery. How fo ?—Firft—by laying her 


* The Fews themfelves held, that there were two 
forts of men whe never could divorce their wives: 
Firft—thofe who failed in their proofs againft them on 
the trial mentioned Deut. xxil. 13—19.—Secondly, 
thofe who had Jaid hold on them and dain with them, 
without betrothment or efpoufals. Deut. xxl. 29; 
for in both thofe cafes it is efpecially faid—He may 
not put her away all his days. As for us Chriftians, 
we fuffer a man to take and divorte as many women 
as he can feduce, provided they have no other claim 
upon him, than what the paofitive law of Gop gives 
them. 

3 under 
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under the femptation, which may be fup- 
pofed to be not a little heightened by her 
-refentment again{ft her hufband, who had 
δι ufed her ill, and then divorced her ; 
efpecially where this was done for the fake 
of taking another woman whom he liked bet- 
ter. Secondly—fhe was tempted to it by 
the very terms of the bill * of divorce- 
ment, which was to the following effe’— 


* The bill of divorcement was, as practifed by the 
Jews, attended with fo many circumftances of diffi- 
culty (as may be feen in Selden, Ux. Hebr. lib. vi. 
€. 25+ Ρ- 514.) that it feems to have been an inven- 
tion rather to prevent divorces, than to promote them. 
However, it is very clear from our Lorp’s difcourfe 
with the Pharifees, Matt. xix. that they were not 
only ufed, but abufed, toa very great degree. 

It is remarkable that at Rome, from the foundation 
of the republic to the firf? divorce, there was a fpace 
of 520 years; though the men had a power of di- 
vorcing their wives almoft at pleafure. This affords 
no {mall proof of the chaftity and good behaviour of 
the Roman matrons during that period. And indeed 
the account we have of that fir? divorce, need not 
Jeffen them in our efteem ; for Carvilius Ruga did not 
divorce his wife for any fault in her, but becaufe he 
had no children by her: therefore, thinking himfelf 
bound by a foolifh oath, which the Cenfors at that 
time caufed people to take, he put her away, and 
married another. See Ant. Univ. Hitt. vol. iii, 
p- 148. note W. and vol. xii. p. 216. 

In after times, the Reman women grew fo debauch- 
ed and profligate, that when Severus mounted the 
throne, he found on the roll of caufes to be tried, no 
1615 than three thoufand profecutions for adultery. He 
had formed a fcheme of reformation, which from that 
moment he abandoned as impoffible. See Alexander's 


Hilt. of Wom. vol. 1. 252. 
““ Such 
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> Such a day, fuch a month, and year, 
>> 1 fuch a one, of fuch a place, do, 
‘© of my own free confent and choice, 
>> repudiate thee 4. B. my late wife, 
>> banifh thee from me, and reftore 
>> thee to thy own liberty, and thou 
“ς mayeft henceforth go whither, and 
<< marry whom, thou wilt. And this 
>> 18 thy bill of divorcement and 
«© writing of expulfion, according to 
*> the law of 2/00/22 and I/rae/. Sign- 
% ed by two witneffes.” See Univ. 
1107. vol. iit. p. 149. | 
The people having been taught that fuch 
a bill of divorcement was a valid diffolution 
of the marriage, the woman of courfe be- 
lieved, that fhe, having received it, was 
free to marry any other man, as much as if 
her hufband had been dead; and thus was 
the caujed, by this deceit, to marry ano- 
ther, by which, in truth, and in the fight 
of Gop, the committed adultery. 

The latter claufe of ver. 22. Whofoever 
fhall marry ber that is divorced, committeth 
adultery, 1s wanting in. the Cambridge ma-" 
nufcript. St. Auguftine fays, that fome 
Greek and Latin copies had it not, and 
feems to treat it as a needlefs tauto~ 
logy ; his words are thefe —‘* Explica- 
εἰ tus hic fenfus putari potuit in eo quod 
>> fuperius dictum eft’ —<* facit eam me- 
>> chari’” —-** quomodo enim dimifla fit 

6“ machds 
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& mecha, nifi fiat qui eam duxerit me- 
<< chus 2” —that ἰὸς τ΄ The fenfe of this 
τς claufe may be fuppofed to be explained 
* גג‎ what goes before—cau/eth her to com- 
<< mit adultery—for how could fhe become 
** an adulterefi, unlefs the man who mar- 
“© ried her became an adu/terer?” But 
when it is confidered that our Saviour 
was {peaking to a people whofe ears were 
dull of hearing, Matt. xiii. 15—who were 
taught by their Doctors to {ftand upon the 
mere /etter of fcripture; without entering 
into the /pirit of it—it was neceflary that 
line fhould be upon line—line upon line-—pre- 
cept upon precept, precept upon precept—as 
the Prophet* fpeaks, 16. xxviii. 1o—there- 
fore, that our Lorp fhould not leave them 
to draw conclufions from words of impli- 
cation only, and thus to throw the fin 
upon the woman alone, becaufe the man 
was not mentioned, but fo exprefs Him- 
felf as to bring the whole law on the fub- 
ject into full view ; as Lev. xx. 10. where 
both the woman and the man are explicitly 
mentioned, the one as an adultere/s, the 
other as an adu/terer. Surely then, on the 
authority of the {cripture itfelf, the read- 
ing of this laft claufe ought to be re- 
tained, as it ftands in the beft copies. 


* So the Apofle, Phil. iii. 1.--70 write the fame 
things to you, 10 me indeed is not grievous, but for you 
it 15 fafe. י:‎ 

Vow. I. B b The 
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The !אשת‎ feripture to be farther confi- 
dered, is Matt. xix. 9. J fay unto you, Who- 
foever fall put away his wife (except it be 
for fornication) and fhall marry another, 
committeth adultery, and whofo marrieth her 
which is put away, committeth adultery.— 
This is highly neceffary, in order to 
bring into view the whole of our Lorp’s 
defign, which was to reprobate the vari- 
ous abufes of divorce, at that time prac- 
tifed by the ews, and among the reft, the 
horrid trafic, which the very /aw of Mo- 
jes, to which they referred for their juffz- 
fication, condemned —that of divorcing their 
wives for every caufe, and, of courfe, that 
they might exchange them for a time, and 
then take them 206% again ;—this was ex- 
prefsly forbidden by Deut. xxiv. 2, 3, 4. 
therefore certainly included in our Lorp’s 
difcourfe on the fubje@t of unlawful and 
unjult dvorce. And indeed 1 much doubt, 
whether, in this place, the applying and 
inforcing of Deut. xxiv. 2, 3, 4. was not 
the chief obje& which our Saviour 4 
in view—({fee before p. ὃς, 86, 87.) For 
where aman divorced his wife for fuch a 
purpofe (which, according to the Hi/le- 
fians was held lawful—fee before p. 82, 
83.) he became an adulterer in a double 
fenfe, as not only caufing his own un- 
juftly-divorced wife to commit adultery, 
by proftituting her to another man, 96- 

| cording 
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cording to Matt. .צ‎ alfo by tak- 
ing the other man’s unjuftly-divorced wife 
to himfelf;) which feéms the true import 
of yauyon daayy' in this place. We muft 
remember, that CurisT is arguing with 
the Yews on the footing of the fw of 
Mofes, as it ftood in the Hebrew {cripture, 
‘not as the Scribes ard Pharifees interpreted 
it, or as we have tranflated it. Seethe 
learned AINSwoRTH on Deut. xxiv. 1, &c. | 
and Gexr’s Effay towards a New Tranfla- 
tion, p. 723. 

A perfon of infidel-principles was once 
making himfelf merry in a large company, 
at the expence of the fcriptures, and told 
his companions, that he could prove the 
prophet of the Chriftians (as he called 
Curist) miftaken, even upon the moft 
common fubje&ts. After awakening the 
curiofity of the company, he thus grati- 
fied it—** CurisT fays, that o/d bottles are 
*> not fo ftrong as mew” (alluding to Matt. 
.אנ‎ 17.) “and therefore, if new wine is 
“* put into o/d bottles, it will break them 
>> —now don’t every body know that o// 
glafs is juft as ftrong as new, for who 
ever heard that σίας was the weaker for . 
>> being off?” A clergyman in company, 
who had been made the butt of his wit, 
gently reproved the ignorance and folly of 
this witling, by afking him if he under- 
16000 Greek 2 =-- 75 Greek, Sir? ——No, Sir 
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>> but what has Greek to do with it ?>—~ 
>> ב‎ bottle’s a bottle, whether in Greek or 
> Englfb, every body knows that, and 
*> that an οὐ bottle is jutt as good and as 
5 {trong as a new one.’ —** Not quite, Sir,” 
(replied the other) “ΚΝ if they are made of 
““ leather or fins, which was the fact as to 
*> the bottles CurisT {peaks of, as their 
“© Greek * name imports ;—and indeed it is 


* ’Agnxos fignifies a leathern bottle, or veffel, ufed 
to hold wine. See Jofh. ix. 4, 13, where the He- 
brew word FYIN) is rendered by the LXX. ἐσκοί. 
They are faid to be 0/6 and rent, and bound up. See 
Harm. OD/f. on Scripture, vol. i. p. 131, 132. 

The celebrated M/. de Voltaire, whofe malice againtt 
the fcriptures could only be equalled by his igno- 
rance of their contents, endeavours to prove, from 
Prov. xxiii. 31. that the whole book is a forgery, 
and not written by Solomon ; this becaufe ὍΝ is ren< 
dered, in the tranflations before him, by the word 

lafs—vitrum—verre—** whereas,” fays that wife cri- 
tic, ““ drinking-glaffés were not invented till after 80+ 
>> Jgmon’s time,’’ taking it for granted that כיק‎ mutt 
fignify a drinking-gla/s; whereas it denotes any 
drinking-cup which covers or inclofés the liquor, of 
whatever materials the faid cup may confitt. 

He is alike happy in his proof of 1 Sam. .אא‎ 

which gives an account of Saul’s confulting the 
witch of Endor) being a forgery, ““ becaufe the word 
%> Python” (ufed in the Vulgate tranflation) ** was 
>> not known ’till the ews had fome acquaintance 
>> with the Greeks, after the time of Alexander.” 
—The Hebrew is אוב‎ which the LXX render by 
syyasplyuGov—ventriloguam—a kind of wizard, fo 
called from their znward way of {peaking or mutter+ 
ing. But not a glimpfe of Python is there to be found. 
See Letters of “Fews to Voltaire, vol. 2. ps 275» 373: 
Tranf. by Lefanu, 
ἐς fy 
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‘« {9 in many countries, even to this day, 
>> that people ufe fkins by way of veffels 
> to contain wine.”—On which fide the 
laughter of the company turned is not very 
difficult to imagine. 

Something like this facetious gentleman’s 
mifconception of things 18 likely to be our 
portion, if we form our ideas of the im- 
port of certain paflages of {cripture, from 
the found of words in our ftranflation, 
without adverting to the (πὸ of the ori- 
ginal. So alfo, if we interpret the {crip- 
ture according to our own conceits, with- 
out duly contidering the times when—the 
places where—the occajions on which—and 
the /fituations of the perfons to whom they 
are addrefled. Thete obfervations are pe- 
culiarly needful refpecting the portion of 
{cripture now before us, efpecially as we 
have popular miftake, vulgar error, and of 
courfe, prejudice of education, to contend 
with. Stil] all thefe cannot alter the truth 
of fcripture, or render it at all the more 
certain, that Curisr here condemrs, or 
indeed mentions, polygamy. 

He was furrounded at this time by a 
great multitude of people, who, in princi- 
ple, as living under the law af the Old 
Teftament, were polygamifts, and, doubt- 
lefs, numbers of them were 10 in praéfice 
—many there muft have been among this 
great multitude of ews, who had either 
married fwo wrves together, or having one, 
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took another to her, and cohabited with 
both. Had ovr Lorp intended to have 
condemned fuch practices, he would 
{carcely have made ufe of words which 
did wot defcribe their fituation, but: of 
words that did. It is very plain that— 
He that putteth away bis wife, by giving her 
a bill of divorcement—could have nothing 
to do with the man who took fwo wives 
together, or one to ancther, and cohabited 
alike with 207. But we are apt, like the 
man and his doftles, to conftrue icripture,. 
by fuppofing perfons to whom particular 
things are faid, were in the circumftances 
then, in which we are now; but it was far 
otherwife: they had no municipal laws 
again{t polygamy, as we have. So:far from 
it, their whole Jaw (as has been abundantly 

proved) allowed it. | 
It is to be 05167760, that the fubject- 
matter in debate was the bufinefs of d- 
vorce, Which the Fews had carried to a 
fhameful height, and this is what CuristT 
is oppofing. The occafion of the difcourfe 
feems to be this—what He had faid in 
His fermon on the mount, in Gabhilee, 
about divorce, Matt. v. 31, 32, had, 
doubtlefs, been carried to the Pharifees in 
“fudea, by fome of their 611131108, who 
were among the multitudes that followed 
Him from thence, Matt. iv. 25. moft pro- 
bably by fome of thofe /pzes, which es 
0 et 
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fet upon all his words and adtions. See Luke 
xx. 20. The Pharifees were provoked, as 
what CurisT had {aid militated againit thofe 
notions which they had received, and ftre- 
nuoufly maintained among their difciples, 
On His return into 206 600/02 of “fudea be- 
‘yond Yfordin, He was alfo attended by great 
multitudes, yer. 2. The Pharifees thought 
this a fair opportunity to entangle Him in 
His talk (as Matt. xxii. 15.) and lay Him 
under difficulties, either that of difavow- 
ing what He had faid, or, if He perfifted 
in it, to reprefent Him before the multi- 
tude as an enemy to the ₪ of Mofes. 
Therefore we read, ver. 3. The Pharifees 
alfo came unto Him, tempting Him — by pro- 
pofing an enfnaring queftion, which they 
fuppofed would lay Him under one or 
other of the difficulties above-mentioned, 
either of denying what He had faid, or of 
appearing an adverfary סז‎ Mofes. They 
therefore afk Him—Zs it lawful for a man 
to put away his wife for every caufe? His 
anfwer to this is not founded on any שש‎ 
Jaw of His own, but on the original com- 
mand of Gon, delivered by Adam, Gen. 11. 
24. The Pharifees then bring their defign 
into full view, by quoting Mo/es’s autho- 
rity againft the anfwer which CurisT had 
given, and in defence of their own opi- 
nion. The paflage which they referred to, 
was Deut, xxiv. 1. which they called a 
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command; but our Lorp correéts them, 
and calls it only a permiffion, and this—for 
the hardnefs of their hearts; not that it af- 
fected the matter in the fight of Gop, by 
vacating the marriage, for that a man who 
married a divorced woman, was as guilty of 
adultery in the fight of Gon, as if fhe had 
not been divorced, and fo was the divorced 
woman, who married again, ving ber buf 
band. ‘That this was the fcope of Curist’s 
reafoning upon the matter, appears from 
the anfwer which He gave to His difci- 
ples, Mark x. 10, 11, 12. when i the 
houfe, they afked Him again of the fame mat- 
ter—mepl τὸ dute—about the /e/f—/ame iden- 
tical thing.—He cannot be {uppofed to 
vary His opinion upon the fame point ; 
therefore, in words which had the fame 
meaning, He repeats the fubftance of what 
He had before faid to 6ב‎ 586 
faith unto them, Whofoever fhall put away 
bis wife, and marry another, committeth 
adultery againft her ; to which He adds— 
And if a. woman fhall put away her hufband, 
and be married to another, fhe committeth 
adultery. 

As the Pharifees had referred Curist 
to the authority of 0/0, by way of an- 
{wer to what He had faid, to prove the 
unlawfulnefs of divorces; He takes an op- 
portunity to detect their abufe of that 
tcripture, Deut. xxiv, 1. 600, (for this - 

the 
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the paflage evidently referred ta) and 
proves, on the ground’ of ver. 4. of that 
chapter, the truth of all he faid upon the 
fubjec@t ; namely, that thefe permiffive dr- 
vorces, which Moses fuffered (ἐπέτρεψεν) 
for the hardnefs of their hearts, wrought no 
diffolution of the marriage-bond, but that 
the man who thus injurtoufly divorced his 
wife, caufed her to be defiled; and he who 
married her, defiled her; but yet, having 
married her, fhe could not * return to her 
firft hufband, on a divorce from the /écond, 
without a freth act of adultery. Defiling a 
man’s wife, and committing adultery upon 
her, are fynonymous terms, as may appear 
by comparing Prov. vi. 29. with Ezek.xviii. 
11, Is. Therefore oUR SAVIOUR fays 
no more in effect, than is faid Deut. xxiv. 
4; He only enlarges upon, explains, and 
applies the do¢trine there delivered, con- 
cerning the defilement and adultery which 
was the confequence of marrying a divorced 
woman, and has a view to the licentious 
practices of the έτος, under the fanction of 


* The inftance of David’s taking again Michal, 
Saul’s daughter, after fhe had been the wife of Phal- 
tiel, the fon of Laifh, had nothing to do with this ; 
for fhe had not been put away from David by bill of 
divorcement, or any other act of his, but violently 
taken away by her father Sau/, and given 0 
Nor was it, probably, in her power to have gain- 
fayed the imperious commands of her tyrannical ta- 
ther. See 1 Sam. xxv. 44. 2 Sam. ili, 13, &c. 
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thefe wanton and caufelefs divorces. The an- 
tient “fews had learned from the Aigyptians, 
amongft whom they had dwelt fo long, a 
practice of changing their wives, and af- 
terwards taking them again; which the 
law, Deut. xxiv. 1—4, was expreflly made 
to prevent, as one of the greateft abomi- 
nations in the fight of Gop. Still this 
practice prevailed in later times, as may 
be gathered from ‘Yer. v. 8. They were as 
Jed horfes in the morning, every one neighed 
after his neighbour's wife. ‘Their intercourfe 
with the Greeks * and Romans, in later 
times ftill, was another means of promot- 
ing this unnatural and horrid traffic. This 
could not be carried on among the ews, 
without the expedient of the ספר כריתת‎ 
—dill of divorcement; without this the 
adultery had been too barefaced, but with 
it, they had been taught by their 70007, 
fuch as Hillel! (who held that a man’s feeing 
a woman he liked better than his own wife, 
was a juit caufe of divorce) to do as they 
pleafed. They might put away their wives 
for every caufe, therefore for this, among 
the reft, becaufe they faw another's (for 
that may be fignified by the word ἄλλην, as 


* How fond and eager the ews were to imitate 
the heathen fafhions and manners, efpecially thofe of 
the Greeks, fee 2 Macc. iv. 15, 16. 


I thall 
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J thall obferve prefently) whom they liked 
better than their own. Thus under thefe 
divorces they could exchange * their wives, 
For inftance—Z. liked the wife of B.— 
B. liked the wife of 4.—each hating his 
own—they agree to change—How halk 
this be done? If the wives are exchanged 
without a ϊ of divorce, adultery muft be 
acknowledged on both fides; they there- 
fore have recourfe to a ὀχ of divorcement, 
under which the woman was held to be 
legally put away, according to the law of 
Mofes and Ifrael (fee before, p. 368.) and 
was free to marry whom fhe would; the dill 
of divorcement being looked upon as an 
abfolute and total diffolution of the: mar- 
tiage-bond. OurLorp is fhewing the con- 
trary. . Firft, On the footing of the indifflo- 
lubility of the contrad, in the ight of Gop, 
by any human authority. Secondly, On the 
terms of the very law, to which the Pha- 
rifees referred him for their juftification ; 


* This was fo abhorred of Gop, that He made 
the pofitive law, Deut. xxiv. 1—4. not only to pro- 
hibit it, but in fuch terms, as to prevent the man 
who had divorced his wife, from ever taking her 
again after her marriage with another man, not only 
on a divorce from that man, but even after his death. 
It is a grievous thing that our tranflation has obfcured 
the whole drift and meaning of the paflage, (fee be- 
fore, p. 51, &c.) for by this it is, that the reader is led 
into the notion of Curist’s making a mew law 
againft polygamy, while he is enforcing the old law 
againtt unju/? divorce. | 

which 
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which being taken all together, proves no 
more than an implied permiffion of divorce 
for the hardne/s of their hearts; or, as we fay 
—a menfi & toro propter fevitiam—* from 
bed and board by reafon of cruelty :” and 
this was, that women might be releafed 
from the barbarity with which their cruel 
hutbands would have treated them, on con- 
ceiving fome diflike, had they been forced 
to have lived with them. But yet, as Mo/es 
fhews, the bond of marriage fall remained ; 
fo that ifa man married fuch a woman, he 
and the woman were both guilty ofadultery, 
im the fight of Gop, notwithftanding the 
bill of divercement. If this had not been the 
cafe, Mofes could not have called the mar-~ 
riage of the divorced woman a defilement— 
faying, Deut. xxiv. 4.—after fhe is defiled. 
Our Saviour, therefore, doth not by his 
—I fay unto you, mean that He was en- 
acting a new Jaw, or laying down a rule 
that was oppofite to the Jaw of Mo/es—had 
He attempted this, he had fallen into the 
very {nare which the Pharifees had laid for 
Him. But— ‘J fay unto you’ means here, 
as in the inftances before related in His 
fermon upon the mount (fee before, p. 331 
—333) as if He faid—** Your raddies teach 
> you fo and fo, and in fo teaching you 
‘«< they make void the law of Gop through 
** their traditions ;—but J, who am come 
“to reftore the honour of Mofes’s law, by 

>> re{toring 


« 


- 
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refloring its true fenfe and meaning=~ 
J—on the authority of that law, which 
you have partially quoted, without tak- 
ing the whole together—fay unto you, 
though, for the Aardnefs of your bearts, 
Moses /fiffered you to put away your 
wives, and fufpended any punifhment 
which might have accrued for fo doing, 
yet did he not, nor could he thereby 


= 8110106 the marriage itfelf ; fo far fron 


it, he terms the marriage of fuch a di- 
vorced woman a defilement. Therefore 
I fay unto you—whofsever putteth away 
his wife, (except for the caufe of forni- 
cation—which is the only legal caufe of 
divorce) and marrieth another—hereby 
tempting, and even provoking the d- 
vorced woman to marry another mai— 
that though the 20/0007 guilt follows 
the perfonal act, witn re{pect to her, 10 


that if the, while her hufband hveth, be 


married to another man, fhe fhall be called 
an adulterefs (fee Rom. vii. 2.) yet the 
guilt of this adu/tery will alfo be im- 
puted to him who was the wilful 
occafion of it, by caufing ber to commit 
it. And as to you, who, for the pur- 
pofe of exchanging your wives with each 
other (a matter which the law of Mo/fes, 
in a part of the paflage which you refer 
me to, but which you don’t mention, 

בג 4“ 
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** ‘was particularly made to guard againft +( 
**-—and to you who marry fuch divorced 
““ women—and to you divorced women, 
* who think yourfelves at liberty to 
** marry whom ye will, when ye are 
** unjuftly put away from your hutbands 
>> —Mofes calls all this deflement, which 
*> is but another term for adultery :—there- 
*> fore I fay unto you, as well to thofe 
* who, contrary to the law above-men- 
““ tioned, take back again the women they 
** have once divorced +, after they have been 

| > married 


* For this, faith 4barbinel on Deut. xxiv. 4. was 
to imitate the “gyptzans, who changed their wives, 
and took them again into their houfes, which was 
the occafion of great filthinefs ; for, as 1/2066 drama 
aloffes, if this had not been prohibited, a gate had 
been opened unto vile men to make a trade of chang- 
ing their wives, and thereby filled the land with 
whoredoms.—See Patr. on Deut. xxiv. 4. 


+ Though the bill of divorcement wrought as a fort 
of divorce a menfa & toro, and as ἃ releafe from the 
vinculum externum, or outward bond—yet nothing 
but adultery or death could diflolve the vinculum in- 
ternum, which was created by the {pecial command 
of Gop—they fall be one flesh. Therefore, when a 
divorced wontan went away from her hufband, and 
married another man, fhe committed an 36% of adul- 
tery in the eye of Gop: but this diffolved the fir 
207017062, and made her the wife of the /econd man ; 
therefore, if this man put her away, the firft huf- 
band, of whom fhe had been the aroacaumern, (fee 
Luke xvi. 18.) could not take her again without 
committing adultery;—for after her departure from 


him, fhe had become, by her act of adultery, ano- 
ther 


5 
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married to others—however ye may 
have been taught» to abufe the toler- 
ation of divorce on particular occafions 
—that all the cafes which I have men- 
tioned, touching men divorcing ‘their 
wives and marrying others, thereby 
caufing their unjuftly-divorced wives to 
marry other men—of men marrying di- 
vorced women—and divorced women 
marrying other men—this is all con- 
trary to the law of marriage itfelf, as 
delivered 20 and pronounced Jy Anam, 
Gen ii. 24. as well as to the law of the 


feventh commandment, delivered to Mofes, 


and ὧν him delivered to the people at 
Mount Sinat. In fhort, thefe are only 
feveral methods of incurring the guilt 
of adultery; therefore all 6 falvos 
which your confciences may derive 
from your abufe of Mofes’s permiffion, 
with refpect to 27/02 of divorcememt, how- 
ever highly efteemed amongft men, are abo- 
mination in the fight of Gov. Luke xvi. 
15. —Here Curis puts the Pharifees 
filence, by the very law which they 


had partially quoted, with the hope of en- 
inaring Him, and making Him appear as 
an enemy to the law of Mojfes. We do 
not read of any reply which they attempt- 
ed to make: this would certainly not 


ther man’s property. The law therefore of Deut. 
.טואא‎ I, 86. was efpecially made to prevent fuch 
abominable traffic.—See the preceding note. 


ἐς ἢ 4 
nave 
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have been the cafe, had they underftood 
him to have fpoken againtt polygamy ; 
the Pharifees could have defired nothing 
more to their purpofe, of reprefenting 
Him as an enemy to Mo/es, as there 
was not a fingle paflage in the whole /aw 
of Mofes to have fupported Him againtt 
them on that point. It is therefore plain 
that they underftood Him in no fuch fenfe. 
Neither did His own difciples underftand 
Him +0 fpeak of any thing but divorce. — 
They are faid, Mark x. 10, in the houfe to 
afe Him again of the fame matter; "His an- 
{wer was in fubftance the fame: the con- 
clufion which the difciples draw from it 
is—I} the cafe of the man be fo with his wife, 
wt 1s not good to marry—i. e. ““ If aman 
*> cannot get rid of his wife when he 
““ pleafes, he had better not marry at 
>> all.” This conclufion muft have been 
made from their underftanding 71 
to {peak of divorce, for it is totally foreign 
from the matter of polygamy ;—How could 
they poflibly mean that a man had better 
have πὸ wife at all, 1f he could not have 
more than one at once? It muft likewile be 
fuppofed, that they did not mifunder- 
{tand their Majer, for if they had, He 
would doubtlefs have fet them right in his 
reply (Matt. xix. 11, 12) and not have 
there faid, what clearly fhews them to have 
underftood Him aright. 

| Now 


7 
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Now let us confider Matt. xix. 9. ftill 
more clofely, taking it in connection with . 
his fubfequent explanation of it 70 the, 
difciples in the houfe. Mark x. 10, 11, 12. 
I fay unto you—Whofoever fhall put 
away. his wife—ndr yapyoy drayyv—and Shalt 
marry another ; ἀλλὴν mutt here agree with 
the antecedent yuvama, which we render 
by the word w7fe—therefore γυναίκα mutt 
be underftood as following the word daayy, 
and this may be conftrued in the fenfe of 
αλλοτριὰν yuvaina—another man’s wife, i. 6 
a divorced woman. We find the word 
ἄλλης, fo ufed, 1 Cor..x. 29. ὑπὸ ἄλλῳς 
suveoycees—which we rightly tranflate— 
another man’s confctence. The learned Wet- 
fie takes gaayy in this fenfe in his note on 
‘Matt. xix. 9.— His words are—'Aaawy] 7. 6. 
᾿Αλλοτρὶαν ab alio itidem viro repudiatam 
—vel ab illo divertentem, ut Herodias * ἃς 
, | Salome. 


* Salome was fifter to Hered the Great. She is 
faid to have been the firft-woman who repudiated 
her hufband. Herodias left her hufband PAilip, and 
married the faid Philip’s brother, Herod Antipas ; for 
which John the 802102 feverely reproved him, fay- 
ing—it is xot lawful for thee to have her. Matt. xiv. 4. 
For faying this, he bad 8-00 016 authority. Firft, as to 
the mce/t, Lev. xviii. 16. Secondly, with regard to her 
being another man’s wife, Lev. xx. 10. Herod’s fitua- 
tion was 1818 what our Lorn condemns in the paf- 
fage of Mark x. 11, 12. He had put away his firft 
wife, who was the daughter of Aretas, king of Ara- 
bia, that he might take his*brother Philip’s wife, with 
whom-he had fallen in love; and he did this at the 

POL.” Li Cee requeft 
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Salome.— Another] that is—another man’s 
** wife, who has been repudiated by him, 
** or who has left her hufband ; as did He- 
** rodias and Salome.” He mentions after- 
wards a difficulty he was under from this 
interpretation of daayy—as it feems to make 
the text fay the fame thing 210/06 over ; 
and on ex’ dutyy, Mark x. 11. he has 
the following note, which I will lay before 
the reader in Exghj/b, referring the learn- 
ed to the original.—_Againff her.] * There 
““ are fome who interpret this to relate to 
κε the fecond or /atter wife, on whom the 


requeft of Herodias herfelf. This was putting away 
bis wife, and marrying dranv, i.e. daad|piav, another’ s, 
which was adultery; as was Herodias’s leaving her 
hufband, and marrying Hered. All this (except the 
inceft) fell directly under the condemnation of the di- 
vine law, asexplained by CurisT to the difciples, and 
= doubtlefs was meant by what he faid before, in the 
prefence of the multitude, to the Pharifees; and 
may ferve as a proper illuftration of the doétrine of 
the divine law, as {et forth by our Lorn, with refpect 
to unlawful divorces, taking אמג‎ in the fenfe of 
AAO) pray. . 

See alfo the cafe of Drujfilla, a daughter of He- 
rod Agrippa, who forfook Azizus king of Emefa, and 
married #elix—(fee Aés xxiv. 24.) alfo of her two 
fitters. Berenice, the eldeft, left her hufband Polemongy 
king of Pontus, to'go to others—and Mariamne, the 
youngeft, was married to Archelaus, and forfook him 
to marry Demetrius,an Alexandrian Few. Ant. Uniy. 
Hitt. vol. x. p. 643, and note E. 

The above-mentioned women were of high rané 
and dignity ; but doubtlefs others praétifed the fame, 
who were of too lowa degree to be fubjects of the 


bifterian’s pen. ; 
s* hufband. 
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ἐς hufband might commit adultery, pro= 
** perly fo called; which he cannot be 
ἐς {aid to commit if he fhould marry a wir- 
‘* gia or a widow, but only by marrying a 
*> woman who had‘ been in like manner 
*% /7, ₪ unjuftly) divorced by another 
* man. But there is an objection to this 
interpretation, which is, that’ by this: 
*> method of interpreting the paflage, the 
*> fame thing would be faid fwice over, 
«© once at this ver. 11, and again at ver. 
κέ 12. \ Vitae | | 

Here I cannot help diffenting ftom this’ 
learned and judicious man ; Fis furely a 
man’s putting away his wife, and marrying 
another divorced woman, anda woman’s put> 
ting away her hufband, and marrying another 
man, are very different ideas. In both cafes 
adultery is committed, whether the woman 
be unjuftly put away from her hutband, 
or fhe put herfelf away; but when we 
corifider, as in the cafe of Herodias and Sa- 
jome, that this laft was growing into a 
coftom—for Salome’s example was {oon fol= 
lowed by others, as ‘fofephus * writes—it 
was natiral for 6032151 to Gondemn 118 
in as exprefs terms in one cafe as in . the 
other, doth being equally oppofite to the 
law of Gop. 


δι 
n 


-* See Ant. Univerfal Hiftory, vols 3. p. r4ga at 
the bottem of the note. 
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marrying. other men. , 
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The ews at this time had much inter- 
courfe with the Romans, Sfudea having been. 
long reduced to the fituation of a Roman. 
province, and no doubt, in the very corrupt: 
{tate in which the ‘fews univerfally were, 
the Roman. manners eafily infinuated them-: 
felves amongft the ewi/h women. See be- 
fore, p..385.n. Divorces, tho’ allowed very 
early in Rome, were never put in practice. 
till about the year of Rome 520, which. 
was before CHRIST 229 years, in the cafe 
of Carvilius Ruga, who divorced his wife 
becaufe fhe was barren; after which they 
became fcandaloufly frequent, as a cor- 
ruption of manners prevailed in the re- 
public, till the Roman women grew as li- 
centious in leaving their hufbands, as the 
hufbands were in putting them away .— 
What was the character of the Roman la- 
dies in this refpect, we may learn from 
“fuvenal*, who wrote not many years af- 
ter this time. In Sat. vi. he is diffuading 
his friend Urfdius Pofihumus from mar- 
riage, by fetting before him the mon- 
{trous practices of the Roman women, one 
of which was,, leaving their hufbands, and_. 


ὃ peakin δ. 


* So from Seneca, who fays—‘* Who is now 
>> afhamed of breaking the nuptial union, when fo 
*> many ladies. of eminence and quality reckon their 
>> years not by the number of canfuls, but of -/%ל‎ = 
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"5 9 תושק‎ of their zmperioufne/s, he fays, 
their grand argument, inall difputes with 
heir hufbands, was τ | 


Hoc volo—fic jubeo, fit pro ratione voluntas. 
Imperat ergo viro:——= sh elke: 222e 


Then he proceeds ——= 


eee 


Sed mox hec regna relinquet 
 * Permutatque domos, ὃς flamea conterit. Inde 
Avolat, ὃς fpreti repetit veftigia lecti. 

Ornatos paulo ante fores, pendentia linquit 

‘Vela domus, & adhuc virides in limine ramos. 

| Sic crefcit numerus, fic fiunt 0075 1 
Quinque per autumnos; titulo res digna fepulchri. 


> & So will I have it~fo command 1 1 
> And yield no reafon but my fov’reign will.” , 
‘Then the imperious wanton leaves her fpoufe, = 
From man to man fhe flies, from houfe to houfe, ΐ 
Forgetful of her bride’s attire, and bridal vows. 
_ Again + the feeks her firft-deferted man, | 
"0 in five years, eight hufbands crown her plan.— 
Pity, but fuch atchievments fhould be known, 
Engrav’d on brafs or monumental ftone ! 
That 


ἐς bands ; and are divorced in hopes of marrying, and 
*> marry in hopes of being divorced?” De Benet. 
Lib. iii. c. 6. | ו‎ 

Puffendorf obferves, Lib. vi. c. 1. § τς. that the 
borrowing and lending of wives among the Romans, 
js a practice much talked of by authors. 

* Permutatque domes} Ab uno viro ad alium alium- 
que tranfiens.—Going from one hufband to another and 
another. Wud. Prateus. 

+ This line proves that they did not wait for their 
bufbands’ death to marry others, as does the next: 


Ce 3 for 
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That this was.a common practice, ap- 
pears from 1. 45, Sc. | 


Quid quod ὃς antiquis uxor de moribus illi 
Quzritur? O medici ! mediam pertundite venam ! 
Delicias hominis! Tarpeium limen adora 
Pronus, & auratam Junoni cede Juveneam ; 

Si tibi contigerit capitis matrona pudici. = 


What fhall I fay to him who feeks a wife 

Of antient manners, uncorrupt of lifef | = 
Surely he’s mad—come, Doctor, breathe a vein, 
And try to bring him to himfelf again. 

But if, by chance, a woman could be found 
Modef; and chafte, through all the empire round, 
‘Thrice happy mortal l—to thy deftin’d bed - 
Let her, with thanks to all the Gods, be led, 


In fhort, fuch was the profligacy of 
the Roman women, that if one could be 


for they can hardly be fuppofed to bury feven huf- 


bands in five years. 
Ovid, who lived a little earlier than Fuvenal, cen- 


{ures the man who makes a fcruple of his wife’s go- 
ing to others, as unacquainted with true politenefs, 


Rufticus eft nimium quem ledit adultera conjux, 
Et NoTOS MORES non fatis urbis habet. 

He that won’t lend his wife’s an awkward clown, 

Unfkill’d in the snown fa/bion of the town. 

Martial, cotemporary with ‘Fuvenal, has an epi~ 
gram which fhews the liberties which were taken by 
a Roman lady. 

Mechum Geviia non habet nift unum, 

Turpe eft hac magis, uxor ef? duorum. 

One fpark ferves honeft Gellia at a time, 

But her two hujbands arg a fouler crime. 


found 
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found fit for his friend to marry, he 
would call her a Phenix as we fay : 


ὁ ξ 
ἐς 
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Rara avis in terris nigroque fimillima cygno. 


But to return to Wet/fein.— ““ Others 
underftand this ex’ αὐτὴν of the firft 
wife, to whom the hufband might by 
his unjuft divorce give occafion of com- 
mitting adultery, or of flying to a fecond 
or adulterous marriage: but Thefe do 
not, explain what thofe words—-and 
fball marry another—are to the purpote ; 
fince the divorced woman would be 
equally in danger of committing adul- 
tery, whether the hufband who put her 


© away, marries another or not. This dif- 


ficulty came into my mind at Matt. 
xix. g; but on confidering the matter 
again, I do not think thofe words fu- 
perfluous, but fo to cohere with the 
το of the fentence, as to denote, that 
though the unjuft divorce was the occa- 
fion of the divorced wife’s adultery, 
yet the hufband’s /econd marriage was 
the occafion of the divorce. For exam- 
ple—If a man, having met with ano- 
ther woman who pleafed him better 
than his wife, fhould, in order to en- 
joy the other, give his wife a 007 of 
| divorcement, and grant her liberty to 
marry any body 6116, whom fhe chofe, 
would this be any thing elfe than to 

Cc4 ** expofe 
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* expofe her to an adulterer, and to com- 
| ** mit the crime of pimping 2?” So the 
Roman laws—* To act the part of a pimp, 
** is not lefs a crime than to make a gain 
“© by proftituting the body. —He who 
** makes a gain of the adultéery of his wife, 
‘‘ whatever his rank or condition be, 
** is punifhed’as an adulterer.—If a man, 
.** in order to defame his wife, fhall put 
* an adulterer in his place, both the huf- | 
*> band and wife hall, by law, be δά- 

“« judged guilty of the crime of adultery.” 
By all this it appears, that nothing kept 
this learned man from thinking, with thofe 
firft mentioned, that the ἐπ᾽ αὐτὴν relates 
to the fecond wife, who, to make the man 
guilty of adultery, muft be a divorced wo- 
man, but his fuppofing, that in this view 
the fame matter is repeated sqwice over. 
This makes him alfo, on fecond thoughts, 
differ from his own note on Matt. xix. 9. 
and take the μοιχάται, Mark x. 11. in the 
fenfe of the Heérew * Hiphil conjugation, 
‘ | ל‎ as 


+ >> Moechatur] 7. ₪. Mcechari facit lilam, nempe 
“* priorem a fe miflam. ex collat. Matt. v. 32. Facere 
>> recté dicitur qui facto caufam prebet. Et mos 
>> eft Helleniftarum verba forme Hiphil per activa ex- 
** primere, ut Rom. viii, 26. Gal, iv.6. Pole Synop. 
© in Matt. xix. 9.” 
>> Committeth adultery] that is, maketh her to 
‘commit adultery, to wit, the former wife which 
“he fent away from him; Comp. Matt: v. 32. 5 
1% 
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> 88 caufing her to contmit adultery, and fo the 
ufband, by caufing ber to do it, is parti- 
ג‎ criminis, as an acceflary before. the 
fat, and may be faid himfelf to commit it ; 
as a man who hires, or caufes another to 
‘commit a murder, is himfelf guilty of 
‘murder ; as David, 2 Sam. xii. 9g. had, 
1 Kings xxi. 19. | 

This interpretation is not new; for 
Wetftein, on Matt. xix. g. mentions fome 
copies, in which for porgatar—committet ἃ 
adultery, is red — ποιεῖ. ἀστὴν μοι χευθηναι — 
caufeth her to commit adultery; and in one 
—Moryatai—TeT és ἀναγκάζει μοιχευθηναι--ο 
committeth adultery ; that is, compels ber to 
commit adultery. 1 will conclude this point 
with obferving, that, in all this, there is 
not the leaft hint or glance at polygamy, 
as condemned, or even mentioned, in thefe 
texts. 

The learned Grotius, whom 1 have men- 
tioned and quoted, at the beginning of 


>> is rightly faid to do it, who occafions it to be 
>> done. Itis the cuitom of the Helleni/ts” (Fews, 
who fpake or wrote in Greek) ** toexprefs words of the 
>> form Hiphil by active verbs.”” As Rom. viii. 26. 
where the Spirit’s making interceffion for us, is his 
caufing us to pray in a right manner for ourfelves ; 
juft as His crying dbba, Father, (Gal. iv. 6.) is His 
enabling us fo to cry. Accordingly the apofile, Rom. 
viii, 15, fpeaks of Him as the Spirit of adoption 

whereby we cry, Abba, Father. See Guyfe ל‎ on 
Rom. viii. 26. and note, 


7 this 
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this chapter, as maintaining a ew Jaw 

_CuRisT on the fubje& of polygamy, “ af- 
** terwards changed his opinion,” (fee 
note *; on Grot. de Jure, lib. ii. c. 5. 
§ 9.) ““ 88 is plain from his annotations 
** on Matt. v. 32. where he thews, that 
*> in that place, and other like paffages 
““ of the gofpels, polygamy is not con- 
““ demned, but only the abufe of divorce, 
> from whatever caufe it proceeds.” 
*> Hence (adds Gronovius )in that excellent 
“* little work—De Verit. Relig. Chri/t.— 
‘* he only fays—‘* The Cériffians follow 
“ the ufage of the * Germans and Romans, 
“* who were content with one wife. Lib. ii. 
* § 133 and in the note there introduced, 


* Grotius, in the paflage here alluded to, doth not 
quote Tacitus fairly, whofe words are—* Severa illis 
** matrimonia. Nam foli prope barbarorum fingulis 
> uxoribus contenti, exceptis admodum paucis, qui 
*> non libidine, fed ob nobilitatem, pluribus ambiun- 
>> tur nuptiis.” Which proves, that the Germans 
were, in a degree at Jeaft, polygamifts. As to the 
Romans, they were alfo polygami/ts; for though they 
lived but with oxe, who was called uxor, a wife; yet 
their iibertaz, and ancille or ferve, with whom they 
alfo cohabited, amounted to the fame in point of 
fact. | 

Suet. in Vit. F. Caf. faith—that ** he made a law, 
7 >> by which every man, for the fake of propagating 
>> children, might marry as many wives as he pleaf- 
6 ed.” MM. Antony had two wives at the fame time. 
So had Crafus, and doubtlefs many more, whofe 
names have not reached us. 

“he 
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>> he only refers to 1 Cor. vii. 4.” This 
text, with the verfes preceding it, we 
have very fully confidered in the ἀρ 
chapter. 

To all the weight of evidence which 
has been produced againft the notion of 
CuHRIsT’s introducing a mew Jaw, either 
with refpect to polygamy, or any thing elfe, 
I will add one more teftimony, and fuch a 
one as mutt carry its own conviction with 
it, even into the bofom of prejudice itfelf. 
Let us hear our Lorp Himfel/f, Luke xvi. 
18. Whofoever putteth away bis wife, and 
marrteth another, (*érepav) committeth adul- 
tery; and whofoever marrieth her that has 
been put away ( dronrerupevyy) from her hufband, 
committeth adultery. ‘This, fay fome, is 
)0 18765 * new daw, by which He for- 
** bad polygamy, which was allowed un- 
ἐς der the Old Teftament.”—As to the 
meaning of the words themfelves, as they 
are much the fame as in Matt. xix. 9. 1 
awill not repeat what has already been ob- 
ferved on that place; but as to their con- 
ftituting fome zew Jaw, we have Curist’s 


* The <Jepav here muft, like the ἄλλην, Aust. 
xix. 9. and Mark x. 11. have reference to the urate 
mentioned before, and of courfe fignify a married, 
i.e. a divorced, woman. The Marrying ἃ maid ora 
widow could not be adultery, even under the circum- 
ftance here mentioned, becaufe there was no law of 
Gop to. make it fo-—for where there is ne law, there 
22 na tranfgreffion. Rom. iv. 15. | 


Own 


a Tes gg 
own authority to fay they do 0/2 for ob- 
ferve the preface at ver. 17. with which 
our Lorp introduces them, wherein He 
Himfelf gives us to underftand, that, what 
He dere fays, and of courfe what He fays 
elfewhere to the fame purpofe, 1s grounded 
upon the law of the Old Teftament. It ts 
‘eafier for heaven and earth to pafs, thaw one 
tittle of the law to fail. Waving introduced 
what He fays, ver. 18. with this pofitive 
‘affertion touching the ftability, unchange- 
-ablenefs, and perpetual obligation of rhe 
law, we muft, to be confiftent our- 
felves, or to make Him confiftent, con- 
ftrue what He fays, as grounded upon that 
law, which He Himfelf lays down as the 
foundation on which He f{pake. This can 
be no other than the Jaw of Gop as deli- 
vered by Mofes; what that condemned, 
CuRIsT condemned on its authority; but 
had He condemned what that allowed, or 
had He alowed what that condemned, there 
was an end of that law, and more than a 
tittle of it muft be faid to faid—zecew— 
to fall—perifh, and be defiroyed. It may 
be worth our while to take a fhort view of 
the context:—ver. 16. the law and the pro- 
phets were until “fobn: jfince that time, the 
kingdom of Gon 1s preached, and every uiat 
‘preffeth ito it. 
As if our Lorp-had faid: “5 Till the 
«© coming of Fobn the Baptif?, which was 
ἐς foretold, 


ςς 


ςς 


7 


% 6 
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foretold, If. xl: 1.191. iii. 1. ye were 
under the teachings of the /ega/ and 


* propbetical difpenfation ; but fince ‘fobn’s 


coming, that go/pe/, which was preh- 
eured by the ceremonial and typical 
rites of the Mo/aic difpenfation, and 
foretold for ages together by the pro- 
phets, is now openly declared. This 


is not confined, as-the others were, 0 


* the Yews only; but multitudes of per-. 


fons, of what nation or character foever, 
even publicans and finners of the )70- 
tiles, fenfible of their fin and mifery, 
fhall be invited to partake of its blef-. 
fings, and will eagerly pre/s for an in- 
tereft in them, though they be no ob- 
fervers of the rites and ceremonies of 
the .ל‎ 

«© And yet the law is not hereby made 
void ;—the prophecies, types, and fha- 
dows of the Old Teftament, are fully 
accomplifhed ; the moral law is ho- 
noured and confirmed, its precepts ex- 
plained, and all its commandments ef- 
tablifhed as a law of my kingdom, as 
an eternal and unchangeable rule of {72 
to all my fubjects. Therefore think not 


‘ that L came to deftroy the law (καταλυσᾶι, 


Matt. v. 17.) to diffolve it, or loofen 
men from any of its obligations in 
point of obedience—J¢ is eafier for 
heaven and earth to pafs, than‘one tittle 

+ of 


a 
Cay 


φέ 


figator and promoter of it.‏ 2-ו 
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of the law to fail—therefore, however 
you may have been taught to make it 
void by your traditions, and efpecially 
with regard to your treatment of your 
wives, by which you are daily violating 
the Jaw of marriage, in the unjuft and 
{candalous divorcements, which your 
rabbies have taught you to abufe to the 
purpofes of licentiou{nefs and cruelty, 
yet the law of Gop changeth not, it is 


the fame now as in the days of Adam ; 


and therefore—whoever puts away his 
wife unjuftly, breaks the ₪ which 
commands him 20 cleave to her, and 
puts afunder what Gon hath joined to- 
gether—and if this be done in order to 
marry one you like better, and under 
fuch circumftances of provocation, as 
force the wife you put away to marry 
another man, fhe certainly fins againft 
the feventh commandment, as does the 
man who takes her; but yet the guilt 
of adultery is not confined to them,-. 
but lights upon you alfo, who, by your 
unlawful treatment of your wife, in 


putting ber away unjuitly, caufed her 


‘to commit it (fee Matt. v. 32.) You, 


are therefore anfwerable before Gop 
as an adulterer; for there is no differ- 
ence, in the eye of His law, between 
the perpetrator of a crime, and the - 


In 
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In the above paraphrafe on the context, 
I have endeavoured to take in the whole 
fenfe of the paffages where this fubject is 
mentioned, as agreable fo, and. reconcilea- 
ble with, the law of the Old Teftament;. 
for it was certainly by ¢4zs, that our Lorp; 
regulated all His thoughts, words, and, ac~ 
tions, on every fubject, and upon every oc-. 
cafion, as well as in the inftance of what 
He faid, Luke xvi. 18. 7 

Had Curist been to have introduced, 
a new law, it muft have appeared fome- 
where in 110 * commuffion: we have feveral. 


* In Deut. xviii. 18, 19. it is faid—JZ will raife 
them up a PROPHET from among their brethren, like 
unto thee, and I will put My worps in Hits mouth, 
and He fhall fpeak unto them 212 THAT | א‎ 
COMMAND Him. And it fhall come to pafs, that who- 
foever will not hearken unto MY WORDS, which 11+ 7 
[peak IN M¥ NAME, 1 will require it of him. And, 
ver. 15. The Lorp thy God will raife up unto thee a 
ProPHET. in the midf? of thee, of thy brethren, like 
unto me; unto Him ye fhall hearken. ‘his general 
account of Curist’s miffion as a Prophet, feems to 
militate againft every idea of His fetting up a nea 
law of His own. 1120 He done this, He had not 
been like 2/12/22, who received the law from Gop, 
and delivered it to the people, but like Mahomet, 
who invented,a zew Jaw of His own, in oppolition te 
the law of Gop, and impofed it upon his followers 
as containing the only true religion and worfhip : 
whereas the 2///26 Jesus gave this teft of His mif- 
fion, John iii. 34. He whom Gon hath fent, fpeakerd 
the words of Gop—for the truth of this, His con- 
ftant appeal was to the writings of the Old Tetta- 
ment, and no doubt had the above paflages of Deu- 
teranomy in his view, 

2 tranicripts 


κ 
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tranfcripts of this, relative to all His of- 
fices, but nota fingle claufe is there in any 

of them to that purpofe. | 
' His commiffion as a 270 appears in 
feveral parts of the Old T'eftament, and 18. 
thus fhortly fummed up, Dan. ix. 24.— 
To finifh the tranfzrefion—to make an end 
of fins—to make reconciliation for imiquity 
and (thus) fo bring in everlafting righteouf-— 
nefs.—As a prophet; fays he; by 11: א‎ 1. 
&e. The fpirit of the Lorp Gon is upon 
me, becaufe the Lorp hath anointed me to 
preach good tidings unto the meek; He hath 
fent me to bind up the broken-hearted, to pro- 
claim liberty to the captives, and the opening» 
of the prifon to them that are bound: to 
proclaim the acceptable year of the Lorn, 
and the day of vengeance of our Gon; te. 
comfort all that mourn : to appoint unto them . 
that mourn in Zion, to give unto them beauty 
for afbes, the oil of joy for mourning, the 
garment of praife for the fpirit of beavinefs, 
that they might be called trees of righteouf- 
nels, the planting of the Lord, that δὲ might 
be glorifed. There is nothing-about a mew 
Jaw in this part of οὔ SAvIOUR’s com- 

miffion. | | 

As to His kingly ofiee, on which He en- 
tered after His refurrection frem the dead, 
when He bad a name given Him above every 
name, that at the name of Jesus every knee. 
Jeould bow, of things in heaven, and things on 
earth, 
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earth, and things under the earth, and that 
every tongue fhould confefs that Jesus 
Curist 2 Lorn, fo the glory of Gop 
the Father—His kingdom was to be ad- 
miniftered not by any new Jaw, but by 
that which was from the beginning, once 
‘written on tables of fione, but now to be 

written on the flefhly tables of the heart, 
~2 Cor. ili. 3. For thus faith the Lorp 
_—Lhis is the covenant that I will make with 
the houfe of IsrazL; after thofe days I 
will put MY LAw in their inward parts, 
and write ττ in their hearts, and will be 
their Gov, and they fhall be my people. Jer. 
“Xxx1. 33. Comp. Heb. viii. 10. 

If Curtst then gave a new Jaw, or 
vule of life, 116 exceeded His commuffion, 
and we muft callin queftion His veracity, 
as well as his fincerity, in that declara- 
tion of His, Matt. v. 17, 18, 19. like- 
wife as to what he fays, John xii. 49. 
L have not fpoken of MvysE.F, but the Fa- 
ther which fent me, He gave me a command- 


ment, what I fhould fay*, and what I 
fhould fpeak.. | 


1 be 


But 


* Ifthe Father gave Curist a commandment to 
declare 720% to be a mortal fim againft the feventh 
commandment, which was uniformly allowed as inno- 
cent under the'Old Teftament, this mutt infer either 
a change in the divine mind and will, or an abfolute 
contradiétion: this laft is ufually got rid of, as the 
Mahometan doGtors- get rid of the contradi@ions in 
the Koran—by their doétrine of abrogation :—for they 

Dd 


Vou. I. pretend 
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But to return once more to our Sa- 
viour’s difcourfe with the Pharifees:— 
Can it be imagined that Curist, fo re- 
markable for his precifion, fo thoroughly 
accurate in all he faid on every other 
point, fhould ufe fo little inthis, as 
not to make Himfelf underftood .by His 
hearers? Nay—that he fhould obferve 
fo little precifion, as not to deferibe an 
offence, which we are to fuppofe Him to 
condemn? The moft flagrant inftances, 
the moft obvious and palpable definitions 
of polygamy cannot be underftood from 
what He fays.—He that putteth away his 
wife, + by bill of divorcement, and marrieth 
another—does not defcribe 4 man’s taking 
two wives together, and cohabiting with 
both; nor—a man’s having a wife, and 
taking another to her, and cohabiting with 
both. Such was the Old Teftament poly- 
gamy, not the putting away one in order to 
take another.—I do not 16001166 a fingle 
inftance in which this was ever done 
during the whole adminiftration of Mo- 
Jes, the ‘fudges, or Kings, any more than 


pretend that ** Gon commanded feveral things in the 
** Koran, which, for good reafons, were afterwards 
** revoked and 677070700." Thus do fome of our 
Chriftian Doors treat the Old Teftament, in 
order to eftablifh certain doétrines which they fup- 
pofe to be taught in the New Teftament refpecting 
marriage. 

+ This is the fenfe of the word ἀπολῦσαι. Matt. 
XIN Ferns Os ) 
7 _ a fingle 
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a fingle inftance where polygamy was for-. 
bidden*. However the law of Mo/es for- 
bad what our Saviour mentions, juft as 
much as His words do. If a man once 
took a woman, he never (except for adul- 
tery) could put her away all his days ; and 
though Mo/es fuffered, in order to avoid 
worfe confequences, divorces, by not bring- 
ing the offenders to condign punifhment in 
every inftance, yet there never was an in- 
{tance when the law of Gop did not con- 
demn them. As for polygamy, Jofephus 
fays, and the Bible proves what he fays to 
be true, that—‘* It was the cuftom of 
“the Fews to live with a plurality of 
ἐς wives; he calls it zatpiove—the cuftom 
ςς of their country derived from their fa- 
« thers.”—-The fame hiftorian, writing 
the account of Gon’s giving the deceafed 
Saul’s wives to David, obferves, that, 
>> Gop gave David many wives, which 
« he might ju/fly and /aw/fully have.” The 
Pefiéta, on Lev. xviii. calls it, ““ noti/fi- 
>> mum ’—a thing molt notorious, ““ that 
>> He who faid it was forbidden to have 
“© more wives than one, Was entirely 1gno- 
> rant of the law.” See Grot. de Jure, 
lib. ii. 6. 5. § g. in the note k. 

Is it then, without the higheft abfurdity, 
to beimagined,that CurisT thould mention 


* UWnlefs we underftand Lev. xxi. 13, 14. to for- 
bid it in the cafe of the Aigh-prie/?, as the “fews com- 
monly underftood tt. 

Dda2 and 
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and condemn polygamy in the prefence of 
fuch multitudes of ews, and in a fettled 
difpute with His bittereft foes, the Pharifees, 
who only difputed with Him to enfnare 
Him, and to have whereof to accufe Him 
to the people as an enemy to Mofes (for 
this was their grand point in their appeal 
to Mofes’s writings) and yet that we fhould 
not meet with a fyllable of reply to what 
He advanced, when they might have quot- 
ed the whole Old Teftament againft Him? 
that He fhould declare a thing to be adul- 
tery, without a fingle teftimony from Mo- 
Jes to fupport Him in what he faid? and 
this, when He never on any other occafion 
taught any do&trine but on the authority of 
the Old Teftament, and conftantly appealed 
to it for the truth of what He declared Ὁ 
Laftly. Is it conceivable, as Curist mutt 
be fuppofed to fpeak in Hebrew, that He 
fhould give a meaning to the language of 
the Old Teftament, which, in all the 
writings of Mo/es and all the prophets, it 
never had? Now, wherever the verb poya- 
oucs is ufed in the Greek tranflation of the 
LXX, it conftantly anfwers to the Hebrew 
נאף‎ ; and therefore there is no room to 
doubt, that wherever, in our Saviour’s 
difcourfes, as recorded by the Evangelijts, 
we meet with the word μοιχαται; AN) was 
the very Hebrew term ufed by him: but 
no where, throughout the whole Hebrew 
Bible, 15 this word applied to a man’s mar- 


rying 
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rying a fecond wife, lving his firft, anlefs 
fuch /econd was either betrothed or mar- 
ried to another, or to any thing elfe, than 
only to the defilement of a betrothed or 
married * woman. ‘This is its fingle idea 
throughout the whole. Therefore it is 
figuratively ufed to defcribe the people’s 
forfaking Gop, and turning to idols. | See 
before, p. 57. | ) ea 

CurisT 1810 to the Fews, John v. 46, 
47. Had ye beheved Mofes, ye would have 
believed me; but if ye beheve not bis writ- 
ings, bow fhall ye beheve my words? It is 
not eafy to conceive words more forcible 
than thefe, to exprefs an abfolute and un- 
referved appeal to the Old Teftament for 
the truth of all 601157 faid and taught in 
His prophetical charaéter. In this charac- 
ter He ftood before the great multitudes of 
the people and the Pharifees, while he was 
delivering, on the authority of the {crip- | 
tures, the fenfe of thofe {criptures upon 
the matter of unjuft divorce, and proving 
the criminal confequences of it to all par- 
1165 concerned. He fo proved His point, 
that His adverfaries had not a word to 
reply. Ἧς filenced them as He did the 


* Let any one take up an Englifh concordance, 
and look at the word adultery, and he will not be able 
to find a fingle inftance where it is applied to polygamy: 
in any part of the Old Teftament; nor in any other 
manner than the Hebrew .נאף‎ ὦ ו‎ 

devil, 
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devil, Matt. iv. 10, r1. by the word of 
Gop. But had He faid polygamy was fin- 
Jul, from which of Mo/és’s writings would 
He have proved this? The Pharifees might 
have retorted upon Him His own declara- 
tion and appeal to the writings of Mofes ; 
they might have faid—‘* Thou haft faid, 
>> that if we deheved the writings of Mofes, 
‘ we fhould beheve Thy words—Thou hatt 
* faid, that if 0 man having a wife, mar- 
> rieth another” (for thus they might have 
put it, had they underftood Him to have 
condemned polygamy) ““ he committeth a- 
“« dultery ; but where doft Thou find this 
* in Mofes’s writings? they are filled 
« with the allowance of what '1 טסב‎ con- 
*> demneft, without a fingle exception : 
*> therefore, becaufe we believe Mo/es’s. 
>> writings, we do mot believe Thee.” 

From all that has been faid, I do con- 
clude, that CuRisT was not a deftroyer 
of the 0/2 Jaw, nor a giver of a new one— 
that therefore the bufinefs of polygamy, 
and all other points relative to the com- 
merce of the fexes, were fully adjutted and 
fettled by the divine Jaw, fubject to no alte- 
ration or change whatfoever, by * any power 


A 


a 


a 


* Zuincuivs, in his letter on the fubje& of King 
Hewry’s divorce, fays very truly—that ** the apoffles 
>> had made no new Jaws about marriage, but had 


66 Jeft it as they found it.” See Burnet, Hift. Ref. 
VOl..1. Pp. 193. * | 


. 
Ut 
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in FARTH OR HEAVEN. For thus faith the 
Sprrit—Ecclef. iii. 14. Whatfoever Goo 
doeth, it fhall be for ever, nothing can be 
put to it, nor any thing taken from 17. 

Having now finifhed what I had to fay 
on the fubject of this chapter, I fhall next 
proceed, on the footing of the dvime law, 
to confider another material point relative 
to the commerce of the fexes, which is Dz 
VOrce. 


APPENDIX to CHAP. II. 


THXHE celebrated Martinus Bucerus, in 
enarrationibus ad cap. 19. Libri Fu- 
dicum, has left us the following obferva- 
tion concerning concubinage ; which, as it 
tends to throw fome light on the fubjed, 
would have been inferted in its proper 
place, (fee before, p. 53, 54.) had I met 
with it time enough. It has fince come 
to me by the hand of a friend; and as it 
is well worth inferting, as the teftimony 
of one of our excellent and learned re- 
Jormers, | hope the reader will not be dif- 
pleafed at my giving it a place by itfelf. 
““ Concubine erant legitime etiam uxores : 
«« fed hoc a matronis ditferebant, quod fine 
ἐς dote & fine folenni fanctificatione reci- 
| >> piebantur ; 
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piebantur: '& erant feré ex ancillis, ὃς 
fervilis conditionis: & non erant adju- 
toria illius preftantioris gradus, ut om- 
ni ‘rerum communione gauderent fed 


humiliore gradu, & que haberentur hu- 


miliore loco, quod ad adminiftrationem 


*> domus attinet, & ad filiorum )06061110- 
nem.—Legitimum verd genus concubi- 
~narum eft, quum habentur conjunéte 


copula matrimoniali, ne abjici 6 
poffint: tametfi non habeant commu- 
nionem plenam-omnium rerum cum 
marito, ut matres-familias: nec con- 
venerunt pactis dotalibus, unde & nati 
ex illis non habent fucceffionem in hze- 
reditate paternad cum natis ex matre- 
familias :. ficut Abraham ex concubinis 


veris uxoribus, fed non matribus-fami- 


lias, dona quédam deputavit, portionem 
hereditatis-nullam addixit.—Ex legttimio 
genere concubinarum fuerunt concubine 


-fanéorum patrim. Et quia Dominus 


dignitates & patrimonia, que fuis con- 
tulit, confervari vult, optandum om- 
nin6 ut hoc genus uxorum, uti apud 
fanctiiffimos olim Patres obfervatum eft, 
rurfus apud Chriftianos, & maxime in 
preftantibus familiis obfervaretur, &c.” 
>> Concubines were alfo lawful wives ; 
but in this they differed from. the ma- 
trons, that they were received without 
dowry and a folemn fanctification. They 

ee were 
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were ufually from maid-fervants, and 
of a fervile condition ; and they were 
not 4elp-mates of that fuperior degree, 
as to enjoy acommunion of things in 
every refpect, but in a lower degree, 
and were reckoned in a lower fphere, 


‘ as to the adminiftration of the houfe, 


and the fucceflion of their fons.— They 
are a lawful kind of concubines, who are 
joined to their hufbands by a matrimonial 
tie, fo that they cannot rafhly be put 
away; although they may not havea 
full communion of all things with their 
hufbands, as mif/treffes of the family, nor did 
they agree [or come together] by dowry- 
contracts ; wherefore the fons born of them 
have not a fucceflion in the heritage of 
the father, with the fons of the γι γος of 
the houfe. "Thus Abrabam gave gifts to 
the fons born of his concubines, who 
were true wives, but gave them no por- 
tion of the inheritance.—The concu- 
bines of the holy fathers were of the 
lawful kind. And becaufe the Lorp 
will, that the dignities and patrimonies 
which He has conferred on His people, 
fhould be preferved, it is altogether to 
be wifhed, that this kind of wives, 
as obferved among the holy patriarchs, 
might be again obferved among Chri/- 
tians, and efpecially in great and illut- 
trious families, &c.” 


Vor. 1. Ee _ There 
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There. is much good fenfe m what Bu- 
cer fays, not only as tending to give a 
{eriptural and proper idea of concubinage, 
but alfo as pointing out a convenient me- 
dium between men of family and fortune 
being obliged to match with mfertor women 
whom they may happen to sake, 10 as to 
put them upon a footing with thentfelves 
and families, and the liberty of abandoning 
them to proftitution and ruin. 

This hint of Bucer’s, with refpect to 
Chriftians, {eens to have been taken in 
{ome parts of Germany; where we are told 
of wives of a fort of fecond degree, which 
they call left-handed wives; thefe are in- 
deed taken with more ceremony, but, in 
other refpects, differ little in their fitaa- 
tion from the antient concubines. See 
Chambers, Tit. Hanp—and MARRIAGE. 

Dr. Alexander, 1170. Wom. vol. it. p. 267. 
writes thus concerning this cuftom in 
Prufia —** Though their code of laws 
>> feems in general to be as reafonable, 
*> and as confiftent with found policy as 
** any in Europe, yet we ftill find in it an 
*> allowance given for a fpecies of that 
‘* concubinage which has long fince been 
>> expelled from almoft all the wefern 
‘world. A man may there marry what 
‘© is called a kft-handed wife, towhom he 
>> 18 married for life, and by the common 
+> ceremony—the only 0 is, the 

| ** bridegroom 
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bridegroom gives her his //? hand in- 
ftead of his right—but with this ex- 
prefs agreement, that neither fhe nor 
her children fhall live in the houfe of 
her hufband, nor fhall take his name, 
nor bear his arms, nor claim’ any 
dower or donation ufually claimed by 
every other wife, nor difpofe of any 
part of his property, exert any autho- 
rity over his fervants, nor fucceed to 
his eftates or his titles; but fhall be 
contented with what was agreed on 
for their fubfiftence during his life, and 
with what he {hall give them at his 
death. This privilege, however, is al- 
ways in the power of the ding to deny, 
and is feldom granted to any but fuch 
of the nobility as are left with large 
families, and, from the fmallnefs of 
their fortunes, cannot afford to marry 
another legal wife, and rear up another 
family of the fame rank with them- 
felves.”’ 

There are certainly in the above very 


{trong traces of the antient concubinage, 
which was allowed and praGifed under 
the divine law. If fuch a cuftom as this 
prevailed among us, and was inforced on 
men of rank and fafbion, who are now 
turned loofe on the /ower order of females, 
and debauch them at free cof, without 
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being under the leaft refponfibility towards 
them—it would not only prove a happy 
check to the moft mifchievous licentiouf- 
nefs in many inftances, but be alfo a means 
of preventing the utter ruin of thoufands, 
who, under the prefent /yfem of things, 
are feduced, abandoned, and deftroyed, 
without any remedy whatfoever, or almoft 


any poflibility of e/cape. 


END OF THE FIRST VOLUME. 


Ἂν ὡ κυνὶ 
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